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This is a unique collection of islands.... There is
not another collection of islands of this
significance within the continental boundaries of
the United States. 1 think it is tremendously
important that this collection of islands be
preserved.

Gaylord A. Nelson
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Preface

My first exposure to the Apostle Islands region took place in the late 1940s when 1
was a tourist on the excursion boat that operated out of Bayfield. 1was a graduate student
in forest ecology and had an intense interest in the region. During the 19505, as the area
game biologist with the former Wisconsin Conservation Department at Spooner, 1 had the
opportunity to become intimately acquainted with the islands, the Bayfield Peninsula and
the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs. In the 1960s, in my various state, federal and university
roles, I was directly involved in events surrounding the establishment of the Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore. Also, as a member and chairman of the Wisconsin Natural Resources
Board, 1 participated in the transfer of state lands to the National Park Service. I also
participated in the effort to add Long Island to the lakeshore. 1 have a love for the region
and for the many local people with whom I have had the privilege of working. During the
entire period, it was my privilege to have worked closely with Gaylord A. Nelson, who
provided the leadership for the establishment of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.

During the era, I saved personal files and notes on the lakeshore, planning at some
point to develop a history. These plans took a more formal course in the mid-1980s when
Pat H. Miller, the superintendent of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, suggested that
the history be written. Kathleen Lidfors, then 2 historian for the lakeshore, wrote Chapter
Two, the early history of the region, and Chapter Six, which treats the first National Park
Service studies of the archipelago. She also collaborated with me on Chapter Five, the
history of the national park movement. In her research, she also provided relevant

references for later periods. Carl Liller, a graduate of the University of Wisconsin-Madison

. Department of Urban and Regional Planning, systematically sifted through state documents



dealing with the Apostle Islands, especially in the 1935-1960 era. This research is presented
in Chapter Four by Annie Booth, who was then a graduate student in the University of
Wisconsin-Madison Institute for Environmental Studies. In addition, she developed those
sections that detail Chippewa Indian history and the "Red Power" movement of the 1960s,
as well as Chapter Eighteen, "The Apostle Islands: Twenty Years Later." Because of my
personal involvement in much of the case, I have used the first person.

Funds were not available for the development of a detailed administrative history of
the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. The task of summarizing and analyzing almost
twenty-five years of National Park Service management of the lakeshore within the
framewoark of the act, congressional intent, and the legal foundation for park service
programs remains to be done. This manuscript should, however, help in that task. The
manuscript does place the lakeshore within the context of federal and especially state
conservation history. Furthermore, the history of Native Americans is discussed to enable
the reader to understand their influence on the final legislation. The Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore did not simple happen. Rather, it was influenced by myriad forces, both
historical and contemporary. Hopefully, the serious reader will have an understanding of
those forces which influenced the long, arduous struggle to set aside for public purposes this
magnificent archipelago in the waters of Lake Superior in far distant northern Wisconsin.

I have striven for balance and an objective point of view. However, because I was
a participant in the process and a lakeshore proponent, some biases are inevitable.
Fortunately, comprehensive federal records and the resources of the Wisconsin State

Historical Society supplemented my files and helped me to provide objectivity.
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Unfortunately, records of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation could not be located in federal
repositories; thus [ have to rely on my personal files and bits and pieces unearthed by
Kathleen Lidfors. In spite of that omission, I believe the bureau’s views on the lakeshore
are accurately reflected. A careful review of the voluminous federal records over the long
period of time the lakeshore was under formal consideration by the Congress (1965-1970),
newspaper clips and my files provided a comprehensive view of Indian involvement in the
lakeshore and reflects the way in which they dealt with complex and shifting issues during
the period. These materials were supplemented by interviews by Dr. Booth of tribal leaders
at the villages of Odanah and Red CIliff.

Funding for the project — for modest support for Carl Liller and Annie Booth,
copying materials for lakeshore files and copy editing by Steven Pomplun -- was provided
by the National Park Service office at Bayfield, Wisconsin, under Purchase Order PX 6140-
7-0343. 'The manuscript reflects my interpretation of the events which led to the
establishment of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore and does not reflect the official
position of the National Park Service. Patricia Cantrell did a marvelous job of typing the
many iterations of the manuscript. The University of Wisconsin-Madison Department of
Urban and Regional Planning and the University of Wisconsin-Extension provided me with
office space and staff support. Blake R. Kellogg graciously reproduced the photographs.
My wife Marilyn provided enormeus support to me during the entire period the lakeshore
was under consideration. Her love for and knowledge of the area equals mine.

The manuscript was reviewed by the following:

Alford J. Banta, superintendent, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore;
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Edwin Bearss, historian, National Park Service, Washington, D.C.;

Ron Cockrell, historian, National Park Service, Omaha, Nebraska,

Martin Hanson, Mellen, Wisconsin;

Kathleen Lidfors, director, Sigurd Olson Environmental Institute, Ashland, Wisconsin,
Barry Mackintosh, historian, National Park Service, Washington, D.C.;

Pat H. Miller, former superintendent, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore; and

David Weizenicker, director, Bureau of Parks and Recreation, Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources, Madison.

viii




. Contents

Preface v

Chapter One The Apostle Islands 1

Chapter Two The Apostle Islands Through Time 5

LaPointe: International Crossroads in the Fur Trade 8

The Era of Capital in the Apostle Islands 14

The Die is Cast 19

The Land as a Resource 26

The Chequamegon Boom 31

The Collapse 35

Chapter Three The Evolution of Conservation Programs in Wisconsin, 1859-1950 41

Introduction 41

Forest Exploitation 41

Wisconsin’s Response to Conservation Problems 44

Conservation and the People 48

Forestry Programs Develop 52

Forestry’s Stepchild: Wisconsin’s State Parks Programs 61

The State Had No Interest in the Apostle Islands 71

. Conservation Policies are Set in Place 72

Chapter Four State Interests in the Apostle Islands, 1950-1960 77

Evolving and Shifting Conservation Forces 77

The Fate of the Parks: 1950-1960 82

The Fate of the Forests: 1950-1960 93

How to Classify State-Owned Land 97

Ten Years of Debate over the Apostle Islands 101

The Beginnings: 1950-1954 101

The Turning Point: 1955 109

Signs of Progress: 1956-1960 119

The Apostle Islands and Local Interests 126

The Seller of Dreams: The Popular Press and the Apostle Islands 137

Chapter Five The Evolution of a National Park System: A Context for 1435
the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore

A Brief History 145

National Seashores and Lakeshores 158

Recreation Planning and Coordination 166




Chapter Six An Apostle Islands Park: Early Federal and State Proposals 173

Introduction 173
President Calvin Coolidge Visits the Apostle Islands 174
The Natjonal Park Service is Authorized to Study the
Apostle Istands for a National Park 174
The National Park Service Turns Down a National Park
in the Apostle Islands 180
The National Park Service Makes a Second Investigation
of the Apostle Islands 186
A State Park in the Apostle Islands is Recommended 187
The National Park Service Makes a Third Investigation
of the Apostle Islands 194
The Lessons of the 1930s 198
Chapter Seven A New Era: Gaylord Nelson and Conservation 201
Introduction 201
The Political Setting 202
Nelson’s Conservation Initiatives: 1958-1962 205
Conservation and the 1962 Political Campaign 224
Chapter Eight New ldeas for the Apostle Islands 229
First Steps 229
Nelson Meets with Udall 234
Broadening the Parameters 236
Storm Clouds 237
Developing Support 239
President Kennedy Comes to the Apostle Islands and Ashland 244
The Struggle to Control Planning for the Apostle Islands 257
National and Multi-State Planning and the Apostle Islands 264
The Apostie Islands and State Planning 275
The Apostle Islands and Sub-State Regional Planning 282
The Apostle Islands and Local Planning 285
The Apostle Islands and University Planning 289
The Apostle Islands and Planning for the Bad River
and Red CIliff Indian Reservations 292
Chapter Nine Planning for an Apostle Islands National Lakeshore 293
Discussions on Designation 293
Lakeshore Boundaries 297
Lakeshore Development Plans 304
The Kakagon-Bad River Sloughs 304
The Islands 306
The Bayfield Peninsula ‘ 306
Madeline Island in




Chapter Ten

Chapter Eleven

Chapter Twelve

Chapter Thirteen

Recreation and Resource Use within the Lakeshore
Wilderness
Logging
Mining and Mineral Rights
Harvesting Wild Rice
Trapping
Sports and Commercial Fishing
Hunting
General Observations on Resource Use

Land Acquisition Issues in the Apostle Istands National Lakeshore

Introduction
State Government and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
County Government and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
Town Governments and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
Private Land Owners and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore

The Setting

Government Planning and Action

The Petition as an Opposition Technigue

The South Shore Property Owners Association

The "Cape Cod Formula"

The Concerns of Private Land Qwners

The Real Estate Market

Landowners and Logging in the Apostle Islands

Some Owners Were Willing to Sell

Politics Within the United States Department of the Interior

The Subcommittee Report of the North Central Field Committee
Securing Release of the Report
Another Bureaucratic Slowdown

The Politics of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore

The Apostle Islands and State Politics

The Apostle Islands and Congressional Politics

The Apostie Islands and the Congressman from
Northern Wisconsin

Developing a Bipartisan Coalition

The Apostle Islands and Presidential Politics

The Role of the Media and Citizen Groups
The Early Role of the Press
Media Strategies

‘The Wisconsin Tales and Trails Reprint
The "Apostle Islands Region" Movie

xi

321
321
327
328
330
331
331
334
335

337

337
339
350
354
356
356
357
359
363
370
374
377
383
384

387

387
395
406

411

411
419

425
430
437

447

447
450
462
465



The Use of Government Reports 471
The Wisconsin Council For Resource Development

and Conservation: "The People’s Lobby" 475
The Citizens Committee for an Apostle Islands

National Lakeshore 479
The Support of Political Leaders 483
The Opposition's Use of Media 486

Chapter Fourteen  Indians and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore 495

Introduction 495
Social and Economic Conditions on the Red Cliff

and Bad River Reservations in the 1960s 502
The Legislation Would Be "Permissive” 505
Land Issues 509

Farm Security Administration Lands 509

Tribal Land 511

Allotted Land 511

The Leasing of Indian Lands 512
Natural Resource Issues 517

Wild Rice 517

Hunting, Fishing and Trapping 520

The Shacks in the Kakagon-Bad River Sloughs 524
Economic Development Issues 526
Shifting Indian Positions 529
Negotiations with the National Congress of American Indians 532
A Summary of Tribal Responses to the Lakeshore 537

Bad River 537

Red Cliff 540
The House Hearings, 1969 543
The House Hearings, 1970 545
The Red Power Movement 549
Standing on Principles: Indian Activism and the

Apostle Islands National Lakeshore 556

Chapter Fifteen The Blow Up -- Or Do We Have A Lakeshore? 569

Contentious Senate Hearings 569
House Hearings in Ashland 517
House Hearings in Washington 578
The Full Interior and Insular Affairs Committee

Takes Up the Matter 582
Secretary of the Interior Walter Hickel Expresses Support 586
The House Committee Acts: Indian Lands Are Deleted 588
Indians Urge Defeat of the Bili 596

X1



. Chapter Sixteen

Chapter Seventeen

Chapter Eighteen

Chapter Nineteen

The Transfer of State Lands to the Apostle Islands

National Lakeshore

State Politics

The Debate over the Transfer
Mineral Rights Issues

The Legislature Acts

Mineral Rights Again

Long Island At Last

Introduction

Long Island’s History

Reasons for Adding Long Island to the Lakeshore
Congressman Obey Introduces the Bill

The First Congressional Hearings

Bad River Indian [nvolvement

The Role of the Nature Conservancy

Putting Pressure on the Senate

The Senate Acts

The Apostle Islands: Twenty Years Later

The Visitor: 1991

Numbers of Visits

Management Issues in the Lakeshore
Budgets and Personnel
Enforcement and Safety Issues
Managing Resources and Managing People
Cooperative Ventures

Bad River and Red Cliff Reservations Today
Red Cliff Reservation
Bad River Reservation

Reflections

The Validity of an Idea
Timing

Participant Continuity
Presidential Leadership
Planning

Citizen Support

Media '

Lakeshore Planning Strategies
Private Land Owners
Interdisciplinary Planning
Indians

Thoughts for the Future

xiii

599

599
602
610
611
613

617

617
618
620
623
628
643
648
660
668

673

674
680
681
681
684
686
689
693
693
697

701

702
703
706
708
711
715
716
n7
725
725
727
731




Appendices

Works Cited

Index

Appendix One: Maps
Appendix Two: Photographs
Appendix Three: A Chronology of Events Regarding
the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore -- 1960-1970
Appendix Four: Apostle Islands National Lakeshore Participants
Appendix Five: List of Abbreviations
Appendix Six: Bills on the Apostie Islands National Lakeshore
Appendix Seven: The Apostle Islands National Lakeshore Act:
Public Law 91-424
Appendix Eight: Wisconsin Statues, Chapter 1, Transfer of
State Lands to the United States; Quit Claim Deed
Transferring the State Lands to the Federal Government
Appendix Nine: The Long Island Act
(Public Law 91-424 as amended)
Appendix Ten: Notes on Research Methodology

Xiv

733 .

733
749

783
87
793
795

797

803

815
819

825

849




. CHAPTER ONE
THE APOSTLE ISLANDS
The Apostle Islands are located in Lake Superior off the tip of the Bayfield Peninsula
in northern Wisconsin (see Appendix One, Map 1). Twenty-two islands form the
archipelago; twenty-one of them, along with a small strip of the mainland peninsula, make
up the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore (see Appendix One, Map 2). Together the
islands and the adjacent peninsula form a beautiful, compelling, and unique ecosystem.’
Historians generally believe the French named the islands the Apostles from the French
practice of giving names of religious significance to geographic locations and nolt because
they believed there were only twelve islands.
It is of trees and water and beauty that people think when they remember the
. Apostle Islands. And indeed, these are the dominant shaping forces in the lakeshore. But
the lakeshore is more than the trees and the lake. Millions of years of geologic history are
written in the islands. The advance and retreat of glaciers during the Pleistocene Era
carved the islands and the peninsula out of Precambrian sandstone, exposing beautiful white
sand beaches, dramatic cliffs, sculpted shorelines, and water-worn caves. The sandstone
deposits formed the basis of a short-lived brownstone quarrying operation at the turn of this
century. Red clay, common to the area, is still used by the Indian residents to make pottery

for their own enjoyment.

'The material in this section is taken principally from the National Park Service’s
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore General Management Plan, 1989: Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore Land Protection Plan, 1991; and Apostle Islands National Lakeshore
Statement for Management, 1977, 1987.




Trees dominate the landscape. The region is one in which the southern temperate
hardwood forests reach their most northern edge and the northern boreal forests begin. On
most of the islands, the forests are hardwood-hemlock-white pine complexes. On the
mainland and a few of the islands, boreal spruce-fir forests exist. All of the islands except
for Devil’s, North Twin, Raspberry, Eagle, and Gull were logged once or more. On a few
islands, small uncut tracts were left. Fires and the sudden eruption of whitetail deer further
changed the forest composition. Except for the few scattered unlogged tracts, the islands
are today covered with second- and third-growth forests. A stand of the original hemlock-
hardwood forest can be found on the north end of Quter Island which had been reserved
for lighthouse purposes.

Other plant communities can be found on the islands; all have intrinsic beauty and
some are rare in Wisconsin. Sphagnum bogs and marshes exist on several istands. The
beaches and the sand spit of Long Island contain unique dune gfasses and plants. The
lakeshore is home to thirty seven plant species that are rare or endangered or threatened
species.’

Birds are plentiful and spectacular in the islands. More than ninety percent of the
herring gulls thought to nest in Wisconsin’s share of the Superior shoreline nest here. Great
blue herons and double-crested cormorants also raise broods within the lakeshore. The
common loon’s eerie cry can be heard here, but the bird is not known to nest in the

lakeshore. Historically, bald eagles nested on the islands. After a thirty-year absence, they

’Emmet J. Judziewicz and Rudy G. Koch, Flora and Vegetation of the Apostle Islands
Nationa! Lakeshore and Madeline Islands, Ashland and Bayfield Counties, Wisconsin (Ann

Arbor, Michigan: The Michigan Botanist Vol. 32, No. 2: March, 1993) p. 68.
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reappeared in 1983 and have become regular residents. The endangered piping plover has
been known to nest occasionally on Long Island, but nests have not been observed since
1984. Five other birds on the state endangered or threatened list have been observed in the
area but are not thought to nest here.

The largest mammals in the lakeshore are the black bear and the whitetail deer.
Deer were very common in the 1940s and 1950s, when the new forest growth that followed
logging provided ideal habitat. As the forests have matured, deer have declined and only
a small population remains. Bear, however, are common and are found on the mainland
and some of the islands. A breeding population exists on Stockton Island. Beaver can be
found on Outer and Stockton Islands. Snowshoe hare, red fox, and coyote are found
throughout the lakeshore. And, very rarely, the tracks of timber wolves have been observed
on the mainland; they may be immigrants from the wolf packs of northwesterﬁ Wisconsin
or Minnesota. They do not remain.

The waters of the lake are also an important part of the ecosystem. Lake Superior,
historically, sustained a healthy sports and commercial fishery. Overexploitation and the
invasion of the parasitic sea lamprey devastated the fishery. Lamprey control programs,
tight regulations, and the introduction of new species have brought back the fish. Today
lake trout can be caught here, along with the introduced brown and rainbow trout. Atlantic,
coho, pink, and chinook salmon have also been introduced for sports fishing. The native
lake herring has recovered from earlier depredations and now provides the basis of a
modest commercial catch. The popular whitefish is also caught (and served in locat

restaurants), as is the introduced smelt. Wicked and deadly storms, especially in the




spring and fali, are not uncommon, and careless fishers and sailors underestimate the lake
at their own peril. The storms are often severe enough to hollow out new caves and make
dramatic changes in the shorelines. Even in mid-August, the water temperature of the lake
water rarely exceeds fifty degrees Fahrenheit. On land, in the summer, the weather is
pleasant, moderatpd by the lake. July temperature averages a cool sixty-six degrees, a relief
from the sweltering mid-summer temperatures common in the Midwest. In wiater, the
average temperatures in the teens are not as cold as farther inland. The snowfall, ranging
around twenty-six inches per year, is ideal for skiers.

The lands and waters contain a number of cultural and historical artifacts. A number
of shipwrecks, including the Noguebay and Lucerne, lie within and adjacent to the lakeshore
boundaries. Historical lighthouses can be found on several islands (Raspberry’s is the best
known) and restored fishing camps are located at Little Sand Bay and on Manitou Island.
Old sandstone quarries dot the islands. Archeological sites are found on several islands, the
remains of the oldest civilizations to reside in the region.

People congregate in a number of small towns around the rim of the peninsula.
Bayfield is the major jumping-off point for the islands. The lakeshore headquarters are
located here and a ferry to Madeline Isiand runs out of the harbor. To the west along the
coast are the towns of Red Cliff, Cornucopia, Herbster, and Port Wing. To the east and
south lie Washburn and Ashland. The moderate temperatures on the Bayfield Peninsula
support fruit and berry orchards, and farms still operate nearby. The lands surrounding the

Apostle Islands remain an attractive and pleasani setting for the islands themselves.




CHAPTER TWO

THE APOSTLE ISLANDS THROUGH TIME

Accounts of the earliest European travelers to western Lake Superior describe the
drama and beauty of the carved shorelines and magnificent forests of the Apostie Isiands
and mainland coast. The shorelines viewed by these travelers were the result of ice-age
events and 10,000 years of the subsequent rise and fall of post-glacial waters. The rebound
of the earth’s crust in the wake of receding glaciers exposed red sandstone bedrock to the
sculpting forces of wind and water. The lakeshore’s cliffs and caverns are formed of some
of the oldest sedimentary rocks on earth.®’

-As the ice sheets withdrew, the spruce and firs of the boreal forest advanced
northward in the cool air and moist soil. White pine, yellow birch, and hemlock followed.
As the climate warmed, hardwood species -- oak, chestnut, and hickory -- gradually entered
the Great Lakes region.® The forests of the Apostle Islands, praised by nineteenth-century
observers for their towering dark beauty, were dominated by white pine and hemlock. Bogs
sunk low in isltand shoulders hold the record of some 9,500 years of changing climate and
forest growth.’ Although modern logging has altered the primeval nature of the Apostle

Islands forest, its character as a transition zone where the hemlock, hardwood, and white

SEdward B. Nuhfer and Mary P. Dalles, A Guidebook to the Geology of the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore (Dubuque, Iowa: W. C. Brown Publishers, 1987), pp. 6-8.

*George Irving Quimby, Indian Life in the Upper Great Lakes, 11,000 B.C. to A.D. 1800
(Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp. 22-6.

*Albert M. Swain, "Final Report to NPS on Forest and Disturbance History of the
Apostle Islands," Center for Climatic Research, Institute for Environmental Studies,
University of Wisconsin (Madison, Wisconsin: July 10, 1981), 18 pp.
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pine species yield to the northern boreal types is one of the scientific values the Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore was established to protect.®

With the establishment of vegetation in the glacial soils, birds and mammals migrated
to the Great Lakes area. People followed, hunting the birds and mammals and fishing the
freshwater streams and lakes. Paleo-Indians who speared mastodons with fluted points of
chipped stone, ancient Indians who worked quartzite quarries for their tools, boreal hunters
with woodworking tools made of ground stone, and the Archaic Indians who made tools and
weapons of copper and hunted elk and caribou all flourished for a time in the Great Lakes
region. These were followed by "wocdland” Indians who lived by hunting and fishing.” Two
different representations of late woodland culture have been identified on the Apostie
Islands, the makers of “Sandy Lake" and "Blackduck" pottery types.®

It is possible that some of the earliest peoples fished and hunted on the Apostle
Islands. Because the water level of Lake Superior rose and fell several times in response
to the dynamics of a post-glacial age, beaches which might have provided ancient campsites

are found near the tops of the highest islands, Oak and Bear, or submerged below today’s

*Robert B. Brander, Environmental Assessment; Natural Resources Inventory and
Management (Bayfield, Wisconsin: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, 1981), pp. 43-7.

See Introduction to Wisconsin Archeology: Background for Cultural Resource Planning,
a special issue of The Wisconsin Archeologist, edited by William Green, James B. Stoltman
and Alice B. Kehoe (September-December, 1986}, 395 pp.

*Robert J. Salzer, "Other Late Woodland Developments," in Introduction to Wisconsin
Archeology, pp. 302-11.




water line. No artifacts have been positively identified on the Apostle Islands from the
earliest chapters of northern Wisconsin’s human history.’

However, some thirty-seven island sites are associated with peoples who occupied the
Lake Superior region from approximately 100 BC until Europeans arrived in the 1700s.
Hunters of moose, bear, small mammals, and birds, and fishers of whitefish, lake trout,
sturgeon and burbot, their campsites are found on sandy ledges above the beaches of Otter,
Rocky, Stockton, Bear, Manitou, and other islands. Here they made tools from quartz
beach cobbles, fished with nets weighted by stone sinkers, cleaned and cut up their harvest
of game and fish, and stored provisions in pots of fired Lake Superior clay. They may have
tapped sugar maples on Oak and Basswood islands; they may have set fires in the bogs on
Stockton Island to increase blueberry harvests. Their camps were seasonal and temporary;
their mark on the landscape, just a trace. But the archeological record, with its story of
native subsistence and culture before European influence and its clues to relationships of
climate, vegetation, fish and animal species, is one of the scientific values protected under

the Jakeshore legislation.”

’Nearby, on the mainland, a site located on an extinct beach in the Glacial Lake Duluth
stage has yielded a pre-ceramic assemblage of stone tools manufactured from non-local
stone cherts, which probably pre-date 10,000 B.C. See Robert J. Salzer and David F.

Overstreet, Inventory and Evaluation of Cultural Resources within the Apostle Islands

National Lakeshore, Wisconsin (Report to the National Park Service, 1976), pp. 29-30.

“Robert A. Birmingham and Robert J. Salzer, "Test excavations at the P-Flat site,” 1980,
unpublished manuscript on file at the Logan Museum of Anthropology, Beloit College,
Beloit, Wisconsin; Jeffrey J. Richner, Archeological Investigations at Apostle Islands
Natignal Lakeshore, 1979-1980 (Lincoln, Nebraska: U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service, Midwest Archeoclogical Center, 1987); and Beverly A. Smith and
Charles E. Cleland, "Analysis of the Faunal Materials from Test Unit 1 of the P-Flat Site,
Manitou Island, Lake Superior” (Report to the Midwest Archeological Center, U.S. National

7



La Pointe: International Crossroads in the Fur Trade

In 1659, when the French fur traders and explorers Pierre Radisson and Sieur des
Groseilliers built the first temporary European outpost on the shores of Chequamegon Bay,
they found a band of "Ottawa" Indians occupying the area along with eighteen other groups
known to be within a few days’ distance."! Earlier, between 1621 and 1623, Etienne Brule
had traveled up the St. Lawrence River to Lake Superior to establish a trade alliance with
the Hurons, who controlled access to the upper lakes along the Ottawa River. Under attack
from the Iroquois Confederacy, which traded with the British and Dutch, both Hurons and
Ottawas had migrated westward and northward to Lake Superior. They had established
large villages in the Chequamegon area by 1665, and groups of Potawhtomi, Sauk, Fox, and
Tilinois also came to Chequamegon Bay to trade.

How extensively the Apostle Islands were used by the peoples in the area at this time

is not known. A Huron site on Madeline Island is the only major occupation site that

archeologists have identified to date, although sites on Stockton Isiand (47AS40) and

Park Service, Lincoln, Nebraska, prepared by Aurora Associates, Williamston, Michigan,
June 2, 1982), 49 pp.

R euben Goldthwaites, editor, The Jesuit Relations and Allied Documents: Travels and
Explorations of the Jesuit Missionaries in New France, 1661-1791, Vol. 51 (Cleveland:
Burrows Bros., 1896-1901); and Pierre Esprit Radisson, Yoyages of Pierre Esprit Radisson
(Boston: Publication Prince Society, 1885) as cited in Robert J. Salzer and Robert A.
Birmingham, Archeological Salvage Excavations at the Marina Site (47A524), Madeline

Island, Wisconsin (Report to the National Park Service, Bayfield, Wisconsin, April 1, 1931), .
pp.14-16. _




Manitou Island (47AS47) are significant examples of seasonal-use sites from the prehistoric
and early Enropean contact periods, respectively.”

From 1670 to 1760, the Chequamegon region saw an influx of French missionaries
and traders as well as a new aboriginal group. The "Saulteurs,” Algonquian Indians so
named by the French for their ability to fish and canoe in the rapids at Sault Ste. Marie, had
moved westward under Iroquois attack. Pressure from this group on the Dakota, who
controlied the area to the west and southwest of Lake Superior, resulted in a conflict for
territory which led to the termination of missionary activity for a century and created trade
difficulties for the French.”

Thus, in 1678, Daniel Greysolon Dulhut embarked as the emissary of Quebec and
Montreal merchants to deal directly with the Dakota. He and the party of Algonquians who
accompanied him successfully negotiated a treaty which opened the way for a thriving fur
trade in the Lake Superior region.

Because the Apostle Islands were centrally located on the lake and provided defense
advantages in the face of an unstable situation, Duthut established a post, possibly on Long

Island, which was replaced in 1693 by a fort on the south tip of Madeline Island under the

"George Irving Quimby, Indian Culture and European_ Trade Goods (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1966); Jeffrey I. Richner, 1984 _Excavations at Site 47AS47.

A Fishing Camp on Manitoy Island, Wisconsin (Lincoln, Nebraska: U. S. Department of the

Interior, National Park Service, Midwest Archeological Center, 1989); and Richner,
Archeqlogical Investigations.

“Salzer and Birmingham, p. 16.




command of Pierre Le Sueur. This post was replaced in 1718 by a new Fort La Pointe on
the west side of the island."

Until the British victories in the French and Indian War some forty years later, the
Apostle Islands were the scene of a flourishing French fur trade. Hundreds of French
"Montreal" and "north” canoes trafficked among the smaller Indian canoes along the south
shore of the lake. The first ship on Lake Superior, a twenty-five ton sailing vessel, was built
by order of La Pointe commander Louis Denis, Sieur de la Ronde to carry freight between
La Pointe and the Sault. It was also under La Ronde that the name "Apostle Islands”
became official, although it had appeared on some of the maps prepared by early French
explorers.”

The "Saulteurs” had carved out a role as middlemen in the French fur trade, settling
in various locations in the Apostle Islands vicinity. Archeologists Salzer and Overstreet state
that "the historic archeology of the Apostle Islands area can be viewed as one of the most
significant loci of such data in the eastern United States.”® In all likelihood, these Indians
made extensive use of the archipelago for fishing, hunting, and other subsistence activities.

As the fur trade became a determining factor in their lives, the loosely related Algonquian

“John O. Holzhueter, Madeline Island and the Chequamegon Region (Madison: State
Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1974), pp. 18-20; and Hamilton Nelson Ross, La Pointe:
Village Outpost (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Edwards Bros., Inc,, 1960}, pp. 46-8.

“James Davie Butler, "Early Shipping on Lake Superior,” Wisconsin Historical Soclety
Proceedings, Madison, 1895, p. 87, cited in Ross, p. 51.

“Salzer and Qverstreet, pp. 24-5.
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bands coalesced into the Ojibwa Nation. From this time on, the Ojibwa, or Chippewa, were
a resident people in the Chequamegon region.'’

When the French abandoned their La Pointe post in 1762, large numbers of Ojibwa
stayed on. When Alexander Henry arrived to establish British trade at La Pointe in 1765,
he found fifty lodges of natives suffering from hunger and illness. Henry immediately
employed the Ojibwa for a winter of trapping, issuing goods on credit. He had chosen the
French-Indian Jean Baptiste Cadotte, well respected by Indians and French-Canadians alike,
to manage his trade. Henry thus succeeded in overcoming the intense resistance that the
British met in many former French strongholds. Although Henry’s company did business
at La Pointe for several years, he never developed a major enterprise there. For three
decades Chequamegon Bay was host to a number of rival independent traders and
companies, including the British North West Company, newly formed with high ambitions.®

By 1790 the North West Company had gained an upper hand in the Lake Superior
trade. As under the French regime, British La Pointe was an important fur depot and
trading center for the entire Lake Superior region. The War of 1812, however, ultimately
accomplished on the lakes what the American Revolution had not. British control gradually,
but inevitably, yielded to U.S. interests. For the North West Company, what began as a

management contract with the American Fur Company ended in British loss of trade south

"For a discussion of the coalescence of the QOjibwa Nation, see Harold Hickerson,
Chippewa Indians 11I: Ethnobistory of the Chippewa of Lake Superior, in the series
American Indian Ethnohistory, edited by David Agee Horr (New York: Garland Publishing,
Inc., 1974).

¥Ross, pp. 61-3.
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of the U.S.-Canada border.”” But not until 1816 was the American flag raised over the
Apostle Islands.

Under American Fur Company management, trade was expanded and the La Pointe
settlement grew. By 1835 this "village outpost” had become the commercial center for the
western half of Lake Superior, serving a trading area that extended to Sandy Lake,
Minnesota. Both Catholics and Protestants had active missions at La Pointe, and the
Protestants operated a thriving mission school. Until well into the 1850s, the Apostle
Islands alone in the northwest sector of Wisconsin could boast such cultural
enhancements.”’

Although an abundance of furs flowed through La Pointe, beavers were becoming
scarce throughout the region. As a hedge against the inevitable exhaustion of the fur supply,
the American Fur Company in 1835 began an experimental commercial fishing operation
at La Pointe. Fishing stations were established among the islands, and a receptive market
was found for salted whitefish and iake trout. Historical records indicate stations on three
islands: Stockton, Long, and Ironwood (although "Ironwood” may actually be the island now

known as "Otter").?!

YHolzhueter, pp. 27-9.
®bid., p. 29.

*Arnold R. Alanen, "Early Agriculture Within the Boundaries of the Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore: An Overview.." (Report prepared for the staff of the Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore at the Department of Landscape Architecture, School of Natural

Resources, University of Wisconsin-Madison, June 1985), p. 15; see also Bayfield Press, June
13, 1871.
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. Society of Wisconsin, Madison.

Optimistic after a successful year in 1836, La Pointe managers William and Lyman
Warren expanded their facilities and brought in fishers and coopers from the American Fur
Company’s north shore posts. A cooper from Green Bay, William Wilson, also came to La
Pointe that year. One of the Apostle Islands, now called Hermit, was later to bear his
name. Though the fishing enterprise flourished, success was short-lived. The
company was struggling under a shift in fashion from beaver to silk hats while it suffered
the effects of a nation-wide economic recession. By the end of 1839, American Fur
Company warehouses were full of spoiling fish. Within three years the company suspended
its payments and went into receivership; by 1850 its assets had been sold to Pierre
Chouteau, Jr., of St. Louis, and the company that made fortunes passed into history.

Little is known of the activity on other islands of the Apostles group during this
period. The memoirs of Vincent Roy, an Ojibwa who lived at La Pointe for a number of
years and who later had a role in the founding of the city of Superior, describes bringing his
family over the ice from Superior to Basswood Istand in the spring for a maple sugaring.®
The Ojibwa name for Rocky Island is "Maple Sugar Island,” suggesting its use by the
Indians. In the 1850s the U.S. General Land Office survey recorded a "sugar camp” on Oak

Island and one near what is now the western boundary of the lakeshore, presumably used

2Ross, p. 109.

*Vincent Roy, "Memoirs, 1825-96," (SC/58), Manuscripts Division, State Historical
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by Indians.”* Present members of the Red Cliff Band remember gathering cranberries and
blueberries on the islands, especially Stockton.

The islands were strategic for defense, subsistence, and trade, and they were the
locale for the earliest commercial fishing venture on Lake Superior. A few structural
remains and rich archeological sites on Madeline Island give evidence of this important
chapter in the history of the Old Northwest. The presence of trade beads and other artifacts
of early European contact in sites within the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore suggest

that more of the story will yet be told.

The Era of Capital in the Apostle Islands

The decade between the decline of the American Fur Company and the opening of
the Sault Locks was a time of transition for the Apostle Islands. Old patterns were broken,
while new ones were dreamed and financed-sometimes in cities far removed from the
archipelago.

Mineral discoveries of the 1840s, followed by the development of northern Michigan
copper mines and the Gogebic iron range in Wisconsin, brought a new focus to Lake
Superior and the eclipse of La Pointe as a center of trade and Ojibwa settlement. Following
geologist Douglass Houghton’s reports of copper in the Keweenaw, the United States
entered a treaty with the Qjibwa to acquire mineral lands and the right to remove Indians

from these lands at the government's discretion. President Zachary Taylor acted on this

“Douglas J. Frederick and Lawrence Rakestraw, "Maps of the Original Vegetation of
the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore Based on the General Land Office Survey (1852-

57)," Michigan Technological University, 1956, on file at the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore, Bayfield, Wisconsin.
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. option in 1850, closing the La Pointe subagency and ordering the Ojibwa to relocate at
Sandy Lake, Minnesota. The La Pointe Ojibwa dragged their feet long enough that another
treaty was promulgated four years later. The effect was to divide the La Pointe group into
two bands, assigning them lands by their religious affiliations: Catholics were to locate on
the mainland to the west of La Pointe (Red Cliff Band), while Protestants were assigned
Chequamegon Point -- the spit of land where the "Saulteurs” first arrived -- and adjacent
lowlands, including the Kakagon River, along the south shore of the lake (Bad River
Band).®

The Keweenaw copper boom affected the white population of La Pointe as well.
Many who had lived on the profits of the fur trade now left to pursue their fortunes in
Michigan ores. However, La Pointe was far from a ghost town. The archipelago’s fishery,

. first tapped commercially by the American Fur Company, provided the backbone for a
small-scale, but viable, local economy. A boat builder’s shop and at least two cooperages
were in operation at La Pointe, one of which made some 600 barrels a year. In 1849 more
than 1,000 barrels of fish were salted and shipped.”® The government land agent, Julius
Austrian, had acquired some of the American Fur Company facilities and was turning out
lumber (70,000 board feet in 1850) on its sawmill. New acres were added to those
cultivated during La Pointe’s days as fur post and mission to provide an agricultural base

for the local population.?

®Holzhueter, pp. 48-9.

#Ibid., p. 44,

. 7Ibid., pp. 50-1.
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Other islands in the archipelago also saw some activity at this time. Benjamin
Armstrong, a trader, translator, and negotiator for the Chippewa in various dealings with
the government, had left La Pointe to settle on Oak Island with his Chippewa wife and four
sons. In 1850 he had a house, barn, dock, and five acres under cultivation. With hired
hands, he cut hardwoods on the island to sell from his dock as steamer fuel.® Another
former resident of La Pointe had settled on the island now known as Hermit. William
Wilson, a former employee of the American Fur Company, kept a small garden and made
fish barrels to sell at La Pointe.

In 1850 the Apostle Islands still provided the only port of call in the western half of
the lake. La Pointe remained a center for the distribution of goods and services.
Accommodations and supplies were provided for the dozens of surveyors, prospectors, and
steamship company promoters passing through the islands during these years. When the
U.S. Lighthouse Service established a light on Michigan Island in 1857 and on
Chequamegon Point in 1858, it proclaimed the vitality of the Apostle Islands area-and cast
a beam toward the future.

The significant long-term effects of mineral development on the Keweenaw Peninsula
were yet to be felt in the Chequamegon area. Demands for transportation through the
lakes, for lumber to build railroads and towns, and for stone to build piers and breakwaters
would bring dramatic changes within a few short years. Major events to affect the future

of the Apostle Islands were now being shaped by distant players. By 1854 several new

*Notes relating to "General’ Armstrong’s Homesite and Dock (Oak Island),” from the

General Land Office Survey of 1856-57, on file at the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,
Bayfield, Wisconsin.
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settlements resulted from the speculation fever that preceded the opening of the Sault
Locks: two villages on Chequamegon Bay, soon to merge as the city of Ashland; and at the
head of the lake, the twin ports of Superior and Duluth. The future role of settiement and
tourism in the Apostle Islands were forecast when publicity began to appear in New York
newspapers as early as 1854.

The Apostle Islands had been familiar to Washington politicians and eastern
investors for several decades. Majs. Joseph Delafield and Stephen H. Long had explored
the area to determine the exact boundaries between British and American holdings; Henry
Schoolcraft had carried out two major explorations in 1826 and 1832, bringing back to
Washington a wealth of lore and scientific information. However, it was Henry M. Rice,
a former American Fur Company trader and now Minnesota’s territorial delegate, who was
the main conduit for investment interest in the Chequamegon area. A participant in the
canal survey at Sault Ste. Marie, he understood what fortunes could be made by developing
a port amid rich timber, fishery, and sandstone resources-once a continuous waterway was
open to the East.®

By the early 1850s the Madeline House at La Pointe had hosted national figures
among Rice’s associates, including John C. Breckinridge, William Aiken, General William
Henry, Stephen Douglas, and William Corcoran, as well as many other potential investors

from the East Coast and the South.” With the opening of the Sault Locks, Rice and

#Ross, p. 119.

*®Henry M. Rice, historical files, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Bayfield,
Wisconsin.

*Ross, p. 120.
17




several backers -- including railroad financier Jay Cooke -- formed the Bayfield Land
Company to purchase a large tract on the mainland across from La Pointe. A town was
platted in 1856 and lots were quickly sold to investors and developers. Named for the naval
officer who charted Lake Superior for the British, Bayfield thus became the first mainland
base for more than a century of Apostle Islands ventures.

In those few years between the demise of the American Fur Company and the
opening of Lake Superior to intra-continental traffic, elements of competing interests in the
resources of the Apostle Islands emerged in patterns which are still evident today. One
persistent theme is the role of politically influential and well-financed investors based in
urban centers of the Midwest and East. Although this element has included individuals with
widely divergent concerns, ranging from railroads to lumber and stone to concern for the
preservation of the area’s aesthetic and natural qualities, what they have in common is
political and economic power which they have exercised in the Chequamegon-Apostle
Islands region. In some cases these individuals have been able to influence legislation or
national policy to achieve their ends.

A second theme is the local use and development of resources, which have built a
frequently marginal, natural resource-based, Chequamegon-area economy. Fishers, loggers,
fruit growers, resort owners, and entrepreneurs dependent on tourism have, for the most
part, been without political influence or organization. They have often found themselves
denying economic realities to hold on to known livelihoods.

At times in the past hundred years, the economy of the Apostle Islands region has

benefitted greatly from outside investment. At other times, outside control of the area’s
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resources has led to local long-term economic losses. Boom-and-bust cycles, though never
acute enough to leave ghost towns on the shores of Chequamegon Bay, left fewer options
for the future with each repetition.

A third element in the pattern of modern resource use in the Apostle Islands is the
Red Cliff and Bad River bands of Lake Superior Ojibwa. The people who used Apostie
Islands resources such as fish, animals, and plants in early historic times have played a less
constant role since the 1854 treaties. However, tribal land concerns were central to the
formulation of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore legislation, and recent court decisions
related to treaty rights suggest that both lands and subsistence issues may continue to affect
the use of Apostle Islands resources in the future.

The Die is Cast...

The opening of the locks at Sault Ste. Marie in 1855 brought eastern capital and
industrial ambitions to the Chequamegon Bay. Prominent names in Washington, D.C., and
the Atlantic seaboard appeared on deeds to Bayfield and island lands: Rittenhouse, Fant,
Calvert, Sweeney, Corcoran, Rice. While buying on speculation, they did all they could to
assure that potential gains would become actual. Political battles were waged to gain
railroad land grants for northern Wisconsin, while promotional campaigns sponsored by
railroad and steamship lines aimed to develop markets for the region’s resources.

The natural beauty, easy access by water, and cool climate of the archipelago fostered
visions of a vacation paradise for hay fever sufferers and those who could afford to flee
urban summer contagions. Permanent settlers were sought as well. With virgin forests still

towering over the shorelines, the region was touted as a land of milk and honey, needing
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only the touch of the plow for crops and gardens to flourish. But it was the quality and
abundance of timber and sandstone that fired promoters’ dreams and prospectuses. These
resources had the potential to become a major SOurce of supply to the eastern seaboard and
the growing Midwest. With the railroad and access to the Great Lakes, Bayfield could
become a transportation center for the mid-continent.

This first phase of investor interest in the Apostie Islands did not go much beyond
a paper flurry. During the nationwide economic "panic” of 1857, many of the eastern title
holders lost their northern lands. Some of the speculative buyers held on through the hard
times: Henry Rice retained island timber lands, and a group from St. Paul and Kentucky
(including Vice President John C. Breckinridge) held future quarry lands on Basswood
Island. But it was not until the 1870s, when the nation began to recover from the Civil War,
that development of such remote resources became feasible again.

The 1870s were a critical decade for the Apostle Islands. After two hundred years
as a source of peltry for the fur trade, the archipelago bad entered the industrial age.
Capital economies and mass production had replaced mercantile systems of trade in the
industriatized nations of the world. Since mid-century, a national demand for raw materials
for production and to meet the needs of rapidly growing manufacturing centers stimulated
outreach to western hinterlands. New technologies and new transportation routes became
the spokes connecting the Apostle Islands to the urban hubs of the Midwest. Now it was
stone, lumber, and fish that traveled from the Lake Superior rim. These three industries,

supplemented by tourism and agriculture, would dominate the Chequamegon Bay economy
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.

until the resources were depleted, leaving tourism and agriculture as alternatives for the
future.

The lumber industry got an early start in the Apostles region when the American Fur
Company operated a small sawmill in the 1840s, By the 1860s several small mills had been
constructed in the Bayfield area. A small but thriving local industry had grown up by 1870
to serve the development needs of the Chequamegon Bay. Small lumber and shingle mills
were already in place at La Pointe, Bayfield, Red Cliff, and along the bay, which local
logging contractors kept supplied.” In the shelter of the archipelago, rafts of pine logs
could be floated from the islands and mainland shores to the mills, while the interior
mainland pineries awaited the construction of railroads in the last decades of the century.

What was most unique about the Apostle Islands logging industry in this early period
was the variety of operations and species it utilized. While their mainland counterparts
"went from pine stump to pine tree," island operators were cutting cord wood for direct sale
to steamships as fuel, cutting pine and hardwood in the winter to transport to the mills in
the spring, and cutting hemlock each summer for the tanbark industry.®

While eastern forests played out, the naticnal demand for lumber continued to grow.
It was natural that local lumbermen would seize the opportunity to expand operations and
begin to export lumber through the Great lakes. Hardwoods, though they wﬁuld not readily

float, could be cut on the islands and maintand coast, skidded to the shore, and barged to

“Charles Twining, "Logging on the Apostle lslands: A 19th Century Overview"
(Unpublished manuscript on file at the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Bayfield,
Wisconsin, 1981), pp. 11-13.

*Ibid., p. 16.
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one of the lakeside mills, with the fumber then loaded onto steam freighters bound for
Chicago or Buffalo. Inland, lumbermen had to await the railroad to harvest the great
hardwood forests. However, it was not until late in the century, when the railroads brought
the big companies into the area, that this potential was realized on a large scale.

In the spring of 1870 a unew industry appeared in the Apostle Islands, one that
extracted island resources almost exclusively for export: the quarrying of bedrock sandstone.
The city of Milwaukee’s search for quality brownstone to build a new courthouse ended at
Basswood Island, where Strong, French & Company opened a quarry. Rough-cut stone was
shipped by schooner to Milwaukee. The success of this venture led to expanded operations
on the island, the stone being sold exclusively to Milwaukee and Chicago yards. Although
post-fire construction in Chicago stimulated quarry production for a year or two, dreams of
a regional industry were premature. Disputes over title and the economic crash of 1873
closed operations for another decade.™

Brief as this first quarrying episode was, it set a benchmark in the economic
development of the Apostle Islands region. It marked a transition from land speculation
to resource extraction. Later, during the 1880s and 1890s, wholesalers in stone and lumber
in Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and other Great Lakes shipping or rail centers acquired
large tracts on the Apostle Islands and south shore mainland to provide raw materials for

their rapidly growing urban markets.

“Ernest Robertson Buckley, Building and Ornamental Stones of Wisconsin, Wisconsin
Geological and Natural History Survey, Bulletin IV, Madison, 1898, p. 179.
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‘The Strong, French & Company quarry also marked a geographic shift in which
midwestern capital began to replace eastern interests in the Apostle Isiands. The Basswood
Island quarry lands were originally purchased by Kentuckians in 1854, during the early
Bayfield land rush. But it was Milwaukee investors who put capital into developing an
industry on the island.® This was the beginning of the Apostle Islands’ hinterland
relationship with Milwaukee and Chicago -- an economic tie that would last some fifty years.

The year 1870 also marked the resurgence of an industry which had brief importance
in the Apostle Islands thirty years earlier: commercial fishing. In August of this year the
N. & F. Boutin Company of Two Rivers, Wisconsin, relocated in Bayfield, bringing in some
fifty to one hundred employees and a small fleet of boats.® The Apostle Isiands
archipelago offered several advantages to the industry, which was now growing rapidly
throughout the Great Lakes. Reefs, especially ihose off Devil's Island, were spawning
grounds for lake trout and whitefish, the primary commercial species of Lake Superior; thus,
the fishing grounds were rich. The islands themselves offered protection from the winds of
the open lake. Sheltered island beaches were excellent sites for fishing stations that could
serve as bases of operation for an entire season.

Other smaller commercial operators joined the Boutins that year. Altogether, 250

people were employed on the boats and docks, in cooperages and fish houses, with 150,000

¥Records of deeds, Ashiand and Bayfield counties.

“Bayfield County Press, May 29, 1958; see also "Boutin," in files of the Bayfield Heritage
Association, Bayfield, Wisconsin.
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to 300,000 pounds of fish sold from Bayfield and La Pointe.”” Although gili-netting was
the primary technique of harvest, by 1871 clusters of wooden poles visible above the water
among the islands indicated that pound nets were in use. ' A fishing operation newly
established on Sand Island would grow to be the only permanent, year-round island
settlement on future national lakeshore lands.

For several reasons, the commercial fishing industry developed more rapidly in the
Apostie Islands than did quarrying or logging. Because the fishing industry required less
capital, and because production-from the harvest of the fish to the packing of the
product-was locally based, fishing was less vulnerable to the economic fluctuations of the
1870s. There were well-established markets for Great Lakes fish and an extensive network
of wholesalers in lake ports. Transportation modes were varied and inexpensive, including
steamer, stage, and even dog sled. By 1877, when the Wisconsin Central Railroad reached
the Chequamegon Bay, a freezer car was as close as Ashland.®

Although all three of the major island industries depended on finite resources, fishing
alone survived to become a mainstay in the local economy. The quarries generated much
enthusiasm, but little cash, in the bay area itself. Quarry crews were often sent up from
Chicago or Milwaukee in the spring to work for a season and return in the fall. Since the

rough stone was shipped down-lake to company stone yards, the quarries provided no local

*Peter A. Rathbun, "Special History Study: Commercial Fishing in the Apostle Islands”
(Draft report to the National Park Service, Midwest Region, Omaha, Nebraska, September,
1987), pp. 47-9.

*Ibid., p. 52.
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opportunities for skilled labor or marketing of the product. Even quarry supplies were
obtained elsewhere and shipped in.

The lumber industry did contribute to the local economy for several decades. Work
in the woods, on the docks, and in local mills and wood products plants was consistently
available; products were sold locally as well as exported, and cash generated by the industry
circulated around the bay. However, the region paid for the boom; the exhaustion of prime
timber species led to a near collapse of the bay-area economy by the late 1920s.

Commercial fishing, on the other hand, was more than an industry; it was part of the
fabric of community and family life. As summer fishing enclaves developed on the isiands
and packing houses expanded operations, women-even children-became part of the work
force. Men could fish for the major companies in the area, or, with some equipment and
perhaps a partner, tish independently and sell to the Boutins, A. Booth & Company (which
opened an office in Bayfield in 1885), or one of the smaller local companies. Fishing also
provided a local source of food, especially important when times were hard. It took no
capital to fish with lines and set hooks or "bob" through the ice; one could be assured of .
dinner and perhaps a few dollars cash. Although over-fishing of the commercial species
eventually played a role in the depletion of Apostle Istands fishing grounds, the industry was
the "bread and butter" of the region through the 1950s.

Fishing has left fewer visible signs on the Apostle Islands than either logging or
quarrying. Yet all three extractive industries had a major impact on istand resources and
continue to play a role in the character of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, The

lumber industry’s decimation of the forests forestalied the establishment of a national park
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on the islands in the 1930s. Animal and plant species changed with the second-growth .
forest. Although island fisheries have begun to recover through intensive resegrch and
management, court decisions related to treaty rights, competition among user groups, and

the impacts of exotic species on the commercial fishery assure that management of this
resource will remain a critical issue in the foreseeable future. The relict quarries alone have

a passive role, providing an opportunity for visitors to explore and understand related
chapters in the geology and history of the Apostle Islands.

The Land as Resource

Commodities were not all the Apostie Islands had to offer. With the westward thrust
of the railroads and the passage of the 1862 Homestead Act, settiement stretched from the
regions south of the lower lakes into the vast central heartland. Available lands became

increasingly scarce. At the same time, the first great waves of European immigrants arrived

in port cities on the East Coast and throughout the Great Lakes. Though remote by
Philadelphia or Cincinnati standards, the upper lakes offered unclaimed land for settlement
and pristine scenery for city-weary vacationers. With water access, neither roads nor
railroads were required to get there.

By the 1870s, steamship lines and railroad promoters had been boosting the Apostle
Islands region for nearly twenty years. Travel brochures described the sculpted shorelines
and ;ich, green forests. Images of emerald islands in a sparkling sapphire setting filled copy
writers’ prose. The delights of sailing, fishing, and picnicking in the Apostles were promised
at the end of a cruise up the lake on a luxurious modern steamer. The air was said t0

invigorate and restore. The climate, moderated by the lake, was celebrated as never too hot
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in the summer but mild enough in the winter to assure the seasonal flourishing of gardens
and orchards for anyone resourceful enough to clear timber from the land, build a house
and cultivate the rich glacial soils.

The steamship lines garnered fares for passage to the Apostle Islands. Great Lakes
excursions were already fashionable among wealthy southerners and the social elite of
Washington, D. C. Mackinaw, Michigan, and Madison, Wisconsin, and had become summer

gathering places for southern "society.™

A number of this group had invested in the
Bayfield Land Company before the Civil War and they returned with their families to review
their investments and escape "heat season” on the lake. Before the war, Madeline Island
had been host to these seasonal guests, including the future first lady Mary Todd Lincoln,”
By 1870, however, La Pointe had suffered a devastating fire from which it did not recover
until the turn of the century. Since Bayfield had acquired some amenities, its docks became
the points of departure for Apostle Islands outings.

Boating was the primary form of recreation, although trout fishing in local streams
was ajso popular. One could obtain a sailboat or rowboat at the dock or go out as an
excursion passenger on a steam yacht or fishing tug. Highlights of a cruise would include
a chance to observe the quarry in operation, perhaps a stop at an island fishing station, and

most certainly a visit to the Raspberry or Michigan Island lighthouse to picnic and play

croquet on the lawns, Summer visitors felt no need for recreational facilities, nor were they

*Peter A. Rathbun and Mary Yeater Rathbun, "Special History Study: Historic Tourism
and Recreation in the Apostle Islands Archipelago" (Draft report to the National Park
Service, Midwest Region, Omaha, Nebraska, August, 1987}, p. 27.

“Ibid., p. 68.
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interested in owning homes on the islands. They could afford hotel life and, indeed,
preferred it. An elegant dinner, a sociable game of cards, or a program of entertainment
awaited them at the end of the boat ride. This mode of tourism was to prevail in the
Apostle Islands until the twentieth century.

Like the summer visitors, the early homesteaders on the Apostle Islands had, for the
most part, some existing interest or familiarity with the region. Not until the 1880s and
through the turn of the century did immigration play a significant role in island settlement.
These early island residents, whether homesteaders, light keepers, squatters, or preemptors,
had an important role in the history of land use in the archipelago and the adjacent
peninsula. They demonstrated that claims for the future success of agriculture in the region
were not all propaganda. The fact that cultivation of forest land required almost
superhuman efforts had been omitted by promoters, but the soil would produce, and the
climate could sustain growth.

Before the locks opened, smoke had curled from chimneys and gardens grew at the
island homesites of Benjamin Armstrong and William Wilson. Basswood Island, however,
was the first to see a homestead claim filed and "proved up.” In 1865 Richard W. McCloud
filed a claim for 171 acres. By 1870 he was growing squash, tomatoes, corn, potatoes, and
winter wheat. His produce grew to gigantic proportions: an eighty-one pound pumpkin,

three-pound tomatoes, a four-foot snake cucumber®’ A portion of McCloud’s harvest

“William A. Tishler, Arnold R. Alanen, and George Thompson, "Early Agricultural
Development on the Apostle Islands (Lake Superior, Wisconsin), A report prepared for the
staff of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Bayfield, Wisconsin,” University of
Wisconsin-Madison, Department of Landscape Architecture, no date, pp. 18-19.
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. found a ready market with Strong, French & Company, whose crews were working the
quarry just south of his farm.”

At the same time, the light keeper on Michigan Island began to experiment with the
growing of fruit at his station. By 1871 Roswell Pendergast had established a commercial
nursery with a stock of 3,000 apple trees and several varieties of peaches, plums, and pears.
The peaches did not thrive, but until he left the U. S. Lighthouse Service in 1874,
Pendergast sold fruit trees and shrubs around the Chequamegon Bay. He demonstrated for
many, who followed his example both on the islands and the Bayfield Peninsula, that
orchards would bloom and bear in the Apostle Islands.”

Although McCloud and Pendergast were the most successful of the early island
agrarians, a number of other settlers developed island homesites during the 1870s. Two

. other homesteaders cultivated acreage on Basswood Isiand, while a former Michigan Island
lightkeeper stayed on to build his own cabin, plant a garden, and fish from his homestead.®
- Where an American Fur Company station once stood on Ironwood Island (or possibly Otter
Island, which was known as lronwood for a period of time in the 1880s and 1890s), a family
hired by the island’s owner had cleared land to establish a farm.®

In terms of consequences for future developments on the islands, however, the most

important of the early settlers was Francis Shaw, who claimed land on Sand Island following

“Bayfield Press, November 25, 1871.

“Alanen, pp. 16-17.
“Ibid., p. 20.

. ‘slbid., pp. 14-185.
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the Civil War. Arriving on the island in the early 1870s, Shaw fished and gardened, selling
his produce in Bayfield and, later, to island summer residents. Although Shaw was primarily
a fisherman, he gradually cleared the land to plant gardens and fruit trees. In 1910 his
daughter and son-in-law, Burton Hill, joined Shaw on Sand Island. Hill took over the
fishing and farming operations, set up a forge to make tools and boat fittings, and, in a loft
above the shop, repaired sails for island fishermen. Over the years the buildings of the farm
served island residents with a post office, general store, community ice and smokehouses,
and a social center.®

The Shaw farm was the focal point of interaction between the permanent settlement
that developed on the island by the turn of the century and the summer community of
wealthy St. Paul businessmen and their families, who were initially attracted to the island
by Camp Stella, the first resort in the Apostle Islands. When in 1944 the Hills found it
necessary to sell the farm, it was purchased by Fred C. Andersen of Andersen Windows of
Bayport, Minnesota, who was a summer neighbor. (Andersen’s descendants retain use of
the property under a life-occupancy agreement with the National Park Service; the Shaw
Farm is now listed in the National Register of Historic Places.)

Until the mid-1800s, natural processes had shaped the character of the western Lake
Superior region. Its wilderness landscape revealed only subtle indications of human

presence. Native subsistence activities had few long-term effects on wildlife and forests.

“Arnold R. Alanen, "The Shaw-Hill Farm Site on Sand Island (Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore): Biographical and Site-Related Information, Preliminary Draft," University of
Wisconsin-Madison, Department of Landscape Architecture, August 1, 1988, pp. 2-6; also,
"Shaw Farm’ Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places,” on file at Apostie
Islands National Lakeshore, Bayfield, Wisconsin.
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While the fur trade took a toll on a few species, it had a greater immediate effect on the
culture of native inhabitants than on the natural environment. But the fur trade also
opened the region to new uses, new technologies, and new values.

When the 1870s drew to a close on the Apostle Islands, 2 decade had changed
centuries. The industry and settlement undertaken on the islands and throughout the
Chequamegon region would ultimately change shorelines, animal and plant populations, the
character of an entire forest, and the potential for future uses.

The Chequamegon Boom

From the early 1880s to the end of the century, the Apostle Islands region
experienced the payoffs of supply that follow great demand. Modest growth became
exponential for one reason: the railroad reached Chequamegon Bay. Although lake
transport had made it possible to extract resources from the islands and shoreline areas
somewhat ahead of the interior, the resource base was 100 limited and the shipping season
too brief to attract major capital. In 1877 the Wisconsin Central Railway reached Ashland;
two additional lines followed in the next few years. Chequamegon was connected to the
mid-continent.

Up to this point, Bayfield, which possessed a superior harbor, had been the focus of
commercial activity and development in the region. With the railroad, Ashland came alive.
Sawmills sprang up on its waterfront, followed by ore and coal piers and charcoal

furnaces.’” As the railroad worked its way north, the town of Washburn was established

“Holzhueter, p. 54.
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to serve the lumber industry. In 1883 the Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis, & Omaha
Railroad arrived in Bayfield, completing the bay-area system.

Within a few short years some thirty lumber companies operated on Chequamegon
Bay, with mills stretching from Odanah to Red Cliff. Their crews worked the forests from
the Bad River Reservation on the east, through the vast pineries south of Ashland, up the
peninsula, out on the islands, and west to Squaw Bay. Logs were fed from spur roads to the
main lines and rafted from the shorelines until the bay resembled a gigantic millpond.®
Companies whose names were synonymous with "empire® -- Best, Thompson, Keystone,
Bigelow, and Shores -- set up their own operations or contracted with local crews and mills
1o systematically harvest the marketable timber, section by section. Area lumbermen like
William Knight and R. D. Pike, who got started during the 1870s, financed large-scale
operations on the islands and peninsula.

At the same time, new quarries opened on the islands and along the mainland shore
between Washburn and Bayfield. Apostle Islands brownstone once again was shipped to
Milwaukee and Chicago, but the railroad had opened up new markets in Minnesota, lowa,
Kansas, and Nebraska. Houghton Point, north of Washburn, was the site of the region’s
largest quarry: the Excelsior Brownstone Company, owned by Frederick Prentice of New
York. Prentice, worth millions in silver and oil, had known the Apostle Islands forty years
earlier as a young fur trader from Toledo, Ohio.® Prentice also owned a smailer quarry

on Hermit Island, near which he built a three-story "cottage” in a romantic shingle style,

“Twining, p. 7.
YHolzhueter, p. 53; see also Ross, pp. 116, 148.
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complete with a tower and four immense fireplaces carved of island brownstone.® After
the quarries closed down in the 1890s, the building saw little use and gradually fell to ruin.
For many years, however, until it was torn down in the 1930s, “Cedar Bark Cottage”
reminded passing boaters of the follies and achievements of the era of capital in the Apostle
Islands,

To the quarries and lumber camps springing up on the shorelines were added other,
less dramatic, signs of late-century development in the Apostle Islands. When the Booth
Company, the largest of the Great Lakes commercial fisheries, opened a branch in Bayfield,
the area fishing industry doubled in size. Summer fishing camps accommodating several
families grew up on Rocky and South Twin islands, complete with gardens and milk cows.
The 1880s influx of Swedish immigrants to Chicago and St. Paul spread ripples as far as
Michigan and Bear Islands, where pieces of the New World were claimed and cultivated.”
New light stations, bringing a total of six to the archipelago, testified to the increase of boat
traffic around and among the islands.

To attract passengers to their new routes and to enhance the destinations, the
railroad companies built luxurious resort hotels in Bayfield and Ashland. Tourists now
arrived from ail over the Midwest as well as from the East and South. The nature of
tourism in the area had changed little from the 1870s, however. There were simply more

tourists, more excursion boats, and more attractions in the bayside towns.

’Ross, p. 154.
S'Alanen, "Early Agriculture," pp. 13-14 and 23-4.
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Two developments accurred on the islands, however, that foreshadowed recreation
patterns of the years to come. On Madeline Island, the first summer residences had begun
to appear. One row of cottages housed descendants of Dillon O’Brien, a teacher in the old
La Pointe parochial school, while a more imposing row belonged to the family and friends
of Col. Frederick Woods of Lincoln, Nebraska. Woods had become familiar with the area
through his friend Col. Allen Fuller of Belvidere, linois, who had established a summer
residence in Bayfield several years earlier.® Thus, in a familiar pattern of ownership on
the islands, one group had roots in the fur-trade era; the other in the post-railroad boom.
Woods’ "Nebraska Row" was augmented by Hunter L. Gary, founder of General Telephone,
and other affluent friends and associates.” The social and poiitical influence exercised by
these families shaped the development of Madeline Istand throughout the twentieth century
and ultimately influenced the design of the Apostie Istands National Lakeshore.

A second development offered a new approach to recreation in the islands. In 1894,
Sam Fifield, an Ashland newspaperman and politician, opened a summer resort on Sand
Istand which provided an experience in outdoor living. Guests slept in wall-tents and
cooked over an open fire. Their days were filled with hiking, bbating, fishing, picnicking,
and observing natural history* The traveling Chautauqua provided education and

entertainment. Although genteel by modern standards, Camp Stella was the first tourist

*Ross, p. 158.

*Holzhueter, p. 57.

*'Camp Stella,” historical files, Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Bayfield, Wisconsin. .
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venture in the Apostle Islands to invite visitors to shed some of the accoutrements of
civilization and live more closely to nature.

Camp Steila_operated successfully until 1916, one year after Fifield’s death. The
camp then stood vacant for several years until it was purchased by Charles Jensch, who sold
it to Mrs. Fred Andersen, owner of Shaw Farm.

In 1910, a group of St. Paul families who had formerly visited Camp Stella built the
large log structure on the West Bay of Sand Island, known as the West Bay Club. By 1944,
three original members were still summering there with many descendants and other family
members. The lodge was eventually sold to the Budvic Timber Company.*

In terms of social and economic structure, the Sand Island and Madeline Island
communities had many similarities. Both had permanent populations who made a living
from farming and fishing, with some involvement in logging and tourism. Both included
affluent and politically influential summer residents whose families retained and used their
island property into the third generation. On both islands the summer and local residents
intermingled socially and developed shared traditions. In both communities, the summer
residents provided direction, leadership, and capital when land use and development issues
arose.

The Collapse

The new century brought qualitative changes to Chequamegon Bay. The national

economic shocks of 1893 and 1903 were felt on Lake Superior. The brownstone industry

folded; the smaller operators were forced out of the lumber business; only a few guests

**Sand Island” site files, Apostle Island National Lakeshore, Bayfield, Wisconsin.
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occupied the spacious rooms of the waterfront hotels. Building slowed in the towns and
fewer trains came through. The era of big capital and luxury tourism was ending.

Although a few big lumber companies were still active, distances were becoming
greater between the timber and the mills. Pine was playing out, and the depletion of all
marketable species was imminent. The Schroeder Company of Milwaukee was gearing up
for a massive harvest of Apostle Islands hardwoods and remaining pine, but within a few
years it would be towing rafts of logs across the lake from Minnesota’s north shore to keep
up production in it’s Ashland mill. Soon, J. 8. Stearns would leave Odanah, the
Chequamegon mills would be shut down, and Schroeder would leave it’s locomotives and
logging gear to rust on Outer Island,

As the cutover stretched for miles from Chequamegon Bay, settlers dug in to clear
the stumps and make a living from the soil. What the island experiments had shown to be
possible gradually came to pass on the mainland. Strawberry fields, apple orchards,
hayfields, and vegetable gardens appeared where the forest had stood.

Most of the early homesteads on the islands had disappeared, with a few significant
exceptions. McCloud’s old farm on Basswood continued to flourish under the Brigham
family, who sold their produce and dairy products in Bayfield. A neighboring farm on
Hermit Island continued into the twentieth century as well. Over on Sand Island, however,
a new group of homesteaders was beginning to put down roots and establish a community.

Fifteen years after Francis Shaw had settied on Sand Island to fish and farm, he and
his family were joined by a Norwegian homesteader who settled in East Bay. Between 1893

and 1917 some twelve families, primarily Norwegian immigrants who came north from
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. Minneapolis, tock up residence on the east side of the island. Most of the new settlers, like

Shaw, combined fishing and farming to make a satisfactory living. By the end of World War
I, about a hundred people lived on Sand Island. Between 1910 and 1916 the community
built a school, acquired a post office, operated a cooperative store, and for one year, 1918,
maintained telephone service to the mainland.*® Although the community had disbanded
by 1940, it was significant for its permanence and continuity. Several descendants of the
original homesteaders still owned and made seasonal use of their property on Sand Island
at the time the national lakeshore was established.

Although the fishing industry had undergone some changes since the boom of the
1880s, it helped carry the region through the depression and remained a major factor in the
local economy until the fisheries collapsed late in the 1950s. During the 1880s, the Booth
Company had introduced herring fishing to the Apostle Isiands. This late-fall fishery
became increasingly important, especially as whitefish began to decline in the 1890s.
Although whitefish populations increased again in the 1930s, in 1945 the herring fishery
comprised 4.2 million pounds of the harvest out of a tota! of 5.3 million pounds.*

During these years, the large summer fish camps flourished on the islands. Many
other small camps also appeared as individuals turned to fishing for subsistence and income.
Even lightkeepers fished to augment their incomes in these hard times. Farmers on the
mainland might join the herring harvest in November, or perhaps do some bobbing through

the ice. The Hokenson brothers, who farmed at Little Sand Bay, found their supplementary

Tishler and Alanen, pp. 31-3, 39.
S’Rathbun, p. 67.
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fishing enterprise profitable enough to eventually give up farming altogether. Gill and .
pound-netting were still the major techniques of harvest, but by 1926 fishers with new
gasoline-powered boats were trolling for their catch, which amounted to some ten percent
of the total harvest.*®

Trolling also met a need in the tourist market. By the 1920s, visitors to the Apostle
Islands came by car rather than steamship or railroad coach. They tended to live closer to
the areas where they vacationed; they had less time and less money than the affluent hay
fever-season crowd of an earlier era. They rented cabins by the week and came to fish and
see the sights. They did not own the large boats needed to get out on the lake. To serve
this clientele, commercial fishers often took anglers out on their boats, charging by the day
or the hour, giving the angler the first hundred pounds of the catch and selling the rest at

market.”

From this initial diversification by commercial fishers grew a separate trolling
industry. By the 1950s, boat captains specialized in outfitting and packaging recreational
fishing trips on the lake. Some provided rustic lodgings and meals at resorts -- often
refurbished fish camps -- on Madeline, Rocky, and South Twin islands and at Little Sand
Bay on the mainland. Some operators extended their services into the fall for island hunting

trips. Deer, unknown before logging, now populated the emerging second-growth forests

and provided a new source of subsistence and recreation.

*Ibid., p. 70.
*Ibid.
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As trollers and commercial fishermen vied for their share of a diminishing fishery,
conflicts were inevitable. By the 1960s, however, these conflicts were moot. The Apostle
Islands fishery was all but dead. Overfishing, pollution, introduction of competing exotic
species, and sea lamprey depredation had reduced populations of market fish to levels that
could not support commercial harvests. The Booth Company had closed its Bayfield office
in 1960, and the region faced severe economic depression.

But the visible scars of logging had begun to heal around the bay, as bad raw marks
of industry in Ashland, Washburn and Bayfield. The scenic beauty of the region once more
recalled early travelers’ lyrical descriptions. Although the Chequamegon area was suffering
economic hardship, most of the nation was entering a period of increased personal incomes
and more leisure time. Developers at La Pointe were acting on their expectations of an
increase in tourism, while bay-area chambers of commerce looked for new ways to promote
their best hope for the future. Into this setting, the concept of the Apostle Islands National

Lakeshore was born.
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. CHAPTER THREE

THE EVOLUTION OF CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
IN WISCONSIN, 1850-1950

Introduction

The decade of the 1960s was characterized by a long, laborious and sometimes
acrimonious debate over the establishment of an Apostle Islands Nationa! Lakeshore. The
events of that decade can be best understood by examining Wisconsin’s history of highly
exploitive resource use and tracing the evolution of state conservation agencies to deal with
concomitant problems. The discussion which follows turns to that history.

Forest Exploitation
By the mid-1880s, concerns began to arise over the impacts of destructive logging,
uncontrolled forest fires, and unwise agricultural settlement in cutover northern Wisconsin.
. In 1844 a civil engineer by the name of Increase Lapham completed the first geographical
overview of Wisconsin. A few years later Lapham began speaking publicly on the
importance of preserving the forests and calling for extensive reforestation efforts. In 1867
the legislature created a forestry commission and requested a study on the state of
Wisconsin forestry. Its report, written by Lapham, was entitled Report on the Disastrous

Effects of the Destruction of Forest Trees Now Going "On So" Rapidly in the State of

Wisconsin.® The report detailed the terrible consequences of the uncontrolied destruction

of Wisconsin’s forests, particularly for the soils and waters. Drawing on a perceptive analysis

“Cited in Thomas R. Huffman, Protectors of the Land & Water: The Political Culture

of Conservation & the Rise of Environmentalism in Wisconsin 1958-70 (Doctoral
. dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1989), pp. 36-9.
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recently published by geographer George Perkins Marsh,* Lapham argued that the

consequence of unrestrained resource exploitation could devastate human civilization and
progress. Lapham’s report called for a scientifically based forestry program, with an
emphasis on extensive replanting, the development of shelter belts and the protection of the
forests from fire. His report also noted that much of the northern part of the state,
including the Apostle Islands region with its struggling farmers, was covered with soils
unsuitable for any activity other than forestry. It was a prophetic statement.”

The first of its kind in the nation, Lapham’s report had little effect on Wisconsin’s
forest policies. Progress was defined in terms of economic growth, and legislators saw more
virtue in encouraging settlement and the development of agriculture in the northern region
than in promoting foresiry. Indeed, what became known as the "cutover region" witnessed

a settlement boom between the 1870s and the 1920s as farmers were sold on the idea of .

productive, relatively cheap and easily farmed lands in the north.® Even an event as
devastating as the Peshtigo Fire in 1871 failed to raise serious questions about the "best" use
of the cutover lands, The fire was started by farmers burning a marsh, and it traveled

quickly over dry, unprotected, deforested lands, burning more than one million acres in

“"George Perkins Marsh, Man and Nature; or, Physical Geography as Modified by
Human Action (New York: Arno Press, 1874, 1970).

“Huffman, pp. 36-9.

“Vernon Carstensen, Farms or Forests: Evolution of a State Land Policy for Northern

Wisconsin, 1850-1932 (Madison: University of Wisconsin, College of Agricuiture, 1958), pp.
3-18.
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. northeastern Wisconsin and killing 1,500 people.”® Overshadowed by the Great Chicago
Fire of the same time, the Peshtigo Fire attracted little national attention, although the state
legislature passed a law limiting fall burning in Wisconsin.® Unrestricted settlement in the
north continued unabated.

Twenty years later, attitudes were beginning to change when University of Wisconsin
historian Frederick Jackson Turner published his landmark essay on the closing of the
American frontier.®® A new era of "rational" scientific resource management was
developing in the nation, spurred in part by the recognition of the closing (and therefore
limited) frontier. Theodore Roosevelt and his chief forester, Gifford Pinchot, were
beginning the fight to transform America’s use of natural resources from exploitation to
conservation. Serving the greatest number of people meant controlling monopolies, placing

. resources in public ownership and regulating their use. Preservation for intrinsic values such
as scenic beauty or wilderness values were not a part of the Pinchot philosophy. His ideas
were being discussed in Wisconsin between 1893 and 1915, particularly when Robert M.

LaFollette was governor and Charles Van Hise was president of the University of

“Walter E. Scott, Conservation’s First Century in Wisconsin: Landmgrk Dates and

People (Paper presented to the Wisconsin Conservation Centennial Symposium, State
Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison, May 1967), p. 5.

“Christine Lynn Thomas,The Role of the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board in
Environmental _Decision Making: A Comparison of Perceptions (Doctoral dissertation,

University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1989), p. S8.

“Frederick Jackson Turner, The Significance of the Frontier in American History (New
. York: Frederick Ungar Publishing, 1893, 1963).
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Wisconsin. A decade later Pinchot, in a significant speech to the Wisconsin Legislature, .

declared:
The heart of the conservation idea [is] that the resources which the earth
affords for the use of man must be handled so as to secure the greatest good
to the greatest number for the longest time; that needless destruction, waste
or monopoly are both wrong, and foolish; and that the planned and orderly
development of the natural resources for the general welfare is the very
esserice of national common sense.”
Pinchot’s theory of resource utilitarianism exerted a strong influence over Wisconsin’s
conservation policies, and was still apparent in the debates of the 1950s and 1960s
over the "best use" of the lands in the Apostle Isiands region.
Wisconsin’s Response to Conservation Problems
By the turn of the century, pressure was building for more prudent resource
management, which led to a move to institutionalize programs within state agencies.
The first efforts began in the early 1900s when the Wisconsin iegislature appointed
two successive boards to study concerns raised by private conservation associations.
(Their studies are discussed later.) Out of those studies came boards and
commissions to deal with comservation problems. But in 1914, newly elected
Governor Emanuel Philipp found these public bodies easily influenced by political
forces. Outraged by the proliferation and instability of such institutions, Philipp set

out to consolidate all conservation activities and policy decisions involving fish, game,

parks, forests, and law enforcement into one full-time, civil service agency. In 1915

“Huffman, pp. 40-.

%Gifford Pinchot, "Address Delivered Before Joint Session of Wisconsin Legislature,”

Wisconsin State Journal, March 24, 1927, p. L
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he appointed a three-person Conservation Commission to direct the agency.” The
commission, however, had no control over funding; monies from fish and game
licenses went into the general state fund and the legislature appropriated very little
to the commission.” The idea of keeping "conservation out of politics"” was
sidetracked eight years later when a new governor, John J. Blaine, dissolved the
commission and replaced it with an out-of-work crony.” This one-man commission
remained in power until 1927, when active and effective conservationists, Aldo
Leopold, William Aberg, and Frank Graass, drafted and successfully lobbied the
Wisconsin Conservation Act through the legislature.

The 1927 Wisconsin Conservation Act re-established a Wisconsin
Conservation Commission, to be made up of six citizens appointed by the governor,
with senate approval, for six-year terms. Each person served part time and on an
unsalaried basis. The commission appointed a full-timc director to run the Wisconsin
Conservation Department.” The act initially suffered from a number of

weaknesses. The process for appointing members was limited only by the provision

that three be from the northern half of the state and three be from the southern half.

“Huffman, pp. 47-8.

"Conservation Reminiscences of William Aberg” (Transcript of a taped interview
conducted by the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, May 25, 1961), pp. 5-6.

Mbid., p. 5.
“Ibid., pp. 5-7.

"To help the reader, a list of agencies and their abbreviations is contained in Appendix
Five.
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The governor initially appointed good friends but, in the opinion of one informed
observer, lousy conservationists.™

The act also limited the power of the commission, the result of a political
compromise described by conservationist Witliam Aberg:

The legislators felt that the authority given to the commission was usurping

the power of the Legislature, and we didn’t dare give to the commission

powers to fix the [hunting and fishing] seasons, bag limits and things of that

sort, because, well, they would just have killed the bill. There would have

been no commission.”

Despite spending much of its time making decisions on issues such as legal fish sizes
and the start of the ice fishing season (one year almost five hundred proposals on the ice
fishing season were submitted), the legislature did not delegate its authority over
conservation matters until 1931, when it gave the commission the right to regulate hunting
of upland game birds.” Finally, in 1933, Wisconsin Law Chapter 152 removed most
natural resource decision-making from the legislature and delegated it to the conservation
commission and its department. The Wisconsin Conservation Department would eventually
become an agency staffed by professional resource managers, although the commission
remained sensitive to political needs, and both retained strong ties to business and

influential sportsmen’s groups.” The commission and its department were to remain the

dominant force in Wisconsin natural resource policies until 1958, when a new governor,

™Frank Graass, cited in "Conservation Commission Meeting,” Wisconsin Conservation
Bulletin, December 1947, p. 2.

*"Conservation Reminiscences of William Aberg," p. 7.
*Ibid.
7Huffman, pp. 61-5.
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. Gaylord A. Nelson, challenged that monopoly. Their influence would be formidable in the
debates over the Apostle Islands during the 1960s, particularly in their apposition to federal
involvement. The influence and power of the agency and the commission during this era
is surnmarized by Huffman:

Bolstered by the grant of power it had received from the Legislature in 1933
and changes in its administration and areas of responsibility, the Conservation
Department was one of the most important state environmental institutions
during the 1950s. The agency had greatiy enlarged since the Conservation Act
began the "golden era” in 1927: by 1958 its biennial budget had reached nearly
$13 million and it had over 1,000 employees. By the end of the 1950s it had
ten separate divisions, supported by a large staff of professionally trained
experts and it affected nearly every aspect of natural resource management
in the state. Along with the complicated hierarchical management structure,
and the powerful legal and administrative autonomy, came an esprit de corps,
a bureaucratic ideology of significant proportion: to the promoters of the
Conservation Department it was “"the best in the nation,” it had become one
of the most powerful and untrammelled of Wisconsin’s state agencies.™

. Removing conservation decisions from the legislature in a sense removed them from
a body directly accountable to the voters. Wisconsin citizens had always taken an active
interest in natural resource problems, an interest frequently expressed through participation
in legislative hearings and intense lobbying of their elected representatives. To permit
public involvement, the commissibn in 1928 established a citizen advisory council and in
1934 formalized it as the Wisconsin Conservation Congress.” In 1938 the congress, which

inciuded delegates from each of the state’s seventy-two counties, established an executive

Ibid., p. 90.

PWisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, January 30, 1948, p.

. 18.
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council to coordinate statewide activities. The state was divided into ten districts with
elected district representatives.®

The early years of the congress were turbulent. County representatives fought among
themselves over resource issues. One participant commented years later, "To say the least,
many congress members were arbitrary and dogmatic in their views. It had never entered
the minds of others that there was a conservation problem in any part of the state except
their own, and some of the ideas put forth were fantastic.™ Ten years later, observers
noted that the congress had become a respected and influential advisory body, although its
interests were largely in bunting and fishing issues.® It would become fiercely protective
of how hunting and fishing license dollars were used, raising a formidable challenge to the
diversion of these funds for parks. This posture strongly influenced the debate over a state
park in the Apostle Islands in the 1950s.

Conservation and_the Pegple

The push for conservation in Wisconsin and throughout the nation had its roots
decades before the environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s. By the time serious
efforts were made to place the Apostle Islands under some form of public ownership, many
of the influential conservation organizations that eventually became involved, both at the

state and national levels, had been influencing public policy for more than half a century.

¥Gertrude M. Cox, "Conservation Committeemen Meet," Wisconsin _Conservation
Bulletin, August 1938, pp. 47-9.

$'Ernest Swift, “We The People,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, August-September,
1944, p. 21,

bid.
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With the official "close of the frontier” in 1893, people began to reconsider the role
of the land in their lives. it was no longer something to be feared and conguered. Instead,
people began to talk about protecting some of the unique features that had contributed so
much to the American character and its "pioneer spirit." Some of the earliest organizations,
the "rod and gun clubs,” were centered around using fish and game for recreation and
ensuring their prudent management. Their support was essential in establishing hunting and
fishing licenses, seasons and bag limits. In Wisconsin, thirty-four duck hunting clubs existed
in 1892; by the 1920s, seventy-one groups had joined the Wisconsin Fish and Game
Protective Association.”

By the end of the nineteenth century, others were also becoming concerned over the
consequences of imprudent exploitation of nature. In 1886 the Audubon Society, with an
interest in endangered birds, met for the first time in New York. The society became a
national organization in 1905. John Muir, whose boyhood and youth had been spent on a
Wisconsin farm and at the University of Wisconsin, left a deep imprint on the state’s
conservation history. In contrast to the practical, scientific approach of Lapham, Pinchot
and Edward Griffith (Wisconsin’s first state forester), Muir dealt with the spiritual and
ecological values of natural resources. These ideas found form when Muir organized the
Sierra Club in 1892, which had, in addition to an ideology of nature, goals of attracting more

people to enjoy natural environments that would in turn lend support to park programs.®

8Huffman, p. 53.

%For excellent histories on the early environmental movement in the United States, see

Roderick Nash, The Americap Environment: Readings in the History of Conservation
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These same values would spark the rallying cry for park proponents and lakeshore .

supporters decades later.

Another important organization, the Wisconsin Federation of Women’s Clubs, had
a standing committee on forestry issues as early as 1904, which became a permanent
committee on conservation in 1911. Huffman notes that women’s organizations, including
the federation, "stressed the feminine and spiritual qualities of nature and its importance for
children and the intrinsic beauty and worth of wilderness forests, streams and wild
animals.”® The federation in Wisconsin would later become a formidabie force in support
of the lakeshore.

The Izaak Walton League, established in 1922 on the national level, glorified both
the frontier tradition and the wonders and virtues of nature. By 1925, Wisconsin had 155

chapters with a membership of 15,000, the largest such organization in the United States.

The league was noted for its leadership role in state fights for the protection of wildlife,
forests and public rights in navigable waters and for its use of grass-roots organizing and
direct political action. Members of the league were the driving force behind the 1927
Wisconsin Conservation Act* and would later provide valuable support for the lakeshore.

Conservation clubs developed rapidly in Wisconsin during the 1930s and 1940s. By

1948 a Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs began to form. It attracted

(Reading, Pennsylvania: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1976); and Nash, Wilderness and
the American Mind (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967).

*Huffman, p. 54.

_*Ibid., pp. 56-60.
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representatives from thirty clubs with more than 25,000 members. The federation later
became another important voice in the drive for the protection of the Apostle Islands.”

The 1940s also gave birth to another highly influential conservation organization in
Wisconsin, In 1943, the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance (MCCA) was formed
from among forty different county clubs representing interests ranging from butterfly
collecting to bow hunting.® The alliance was responsible for initiating the Apostle Islands
debate, which began in 1950.

Finally, it is important to recognize the growing influence of newspapers in forming

public opinion after the turn of the century. In Wisconsin, the Milwaukee Journal in

particular took on the role of conservation advocate during the 1930s. The paper’s editorials
often served to mediate environmental disputes, and state officials were careful to both
acknowledge the paper’s position on an issue and to attempt to win an editor’s favor. One
writer, Gordon MacQuarrie,” was particularly influential throughout his career as outdoor
editor from 1936 until his death in 1956, and his columns were noted as much for their
interest in "ecological” issues as in the more traditional hunting and fishing stories.® (A

list of persons who had major influence over the lakeshore or were major participants is

¥Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, November 30, 1948,
pp. 14-15; and January 24, 1949, p. 2.

“Ibid.

#Gordon MacQuarrie was born in Superior in 1900. Early in his career, he spent
several years with the Superior Evening Telegram, and became its managing editor. He
joined the Milwaukee Journal in 1936 as outdoor editor. He was well acquainted with the
Apostle Islands Region.

®Huffman, pp. 66-9.
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contained in Appendix Four.) In 1950, MacQuarrie and the Journal were the first to report

on and support the alliance’s call for an Apostle Islands State Park. The Journal remained
an influential force until the lakeshore was established, although it was not initially
supportive of federal involvement (see Chapter Eight).

Forestry Programs Develop

Almost fifty years after Lapham recommended scientific management of forestry in
Wisconsin, the state began to move toward the creation of a rational forestry program. In
1897 the state legislature authorized a second State Forest Commission, which hired
professional forester Filbert Roth to study forest conditions in central and northern
Wisconsin. His conclusions echoed those Lapham had expressed decades earlier: fortjf
percent of the lands studied (including lands in the Apostle Islands archipelago) were
unsuitable for anything other than forestry.” Undecided regarding the role of the state,
the forest commission continued its analysis of the northern lands and decided that to
encourage forestry and to ensure fire protection, as well as to deal with the increasing‘
county ownership of failed farms, responsibility for public forests should be shifted to the
counties. Accordingly, in 1899 and again in 1901, bills were introduced in the legislature to
authorize counties to permanentiy hold tax-delinquent lands for the purpose of growing

forests for county benefit. Both bills failed.”

*'Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., County Forests in Transition: An Account of the Wisconsin
County Forest Crop Revolt, 1960-1963 (Madison: University of Wisconsin-Extension, 1984),
p. 10.

“Ibid.
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Two years later, however, legislation was enacted that authorized the establishment
of state forests. Under this law, counties were precluded from taking title to tax-delinquent
lands.”

In 1904, the State Forest Commission took a major step forward by hiring its first
professional state forester, Edward Griffith. A protege of Pinchot, Griffith brought to his
job ideas of scientific resource management and did much to organize and improve forestry
operations in the state, including tree nurseries, replanting and fire protection. The forestry
program was funded by legislative appropriations from hunting and fishing license fees. The
limits of this source of funds proved to be a serious problem in later efforts to fund parks,
including one in the Apostle Islands.* Griffith and the forest commission moved with
alacrity. They examined some 40,000 northern acres that had been granted Wisconsin at
statehood for school purposes and placed them in a "forest reserve.” Griffith then persuaded
the forest commission to expand the reserve by an additional 22,000 acres. From 1905 to
1915 the planned boundaries of the reserve were enlarged to encompass some two million
acres, 180,000 of which were under state ownership and forestry management.®

Griffith also played a critical role in the establishment of a reserve on the famous
Brule River, which flowed into Lake Superior in Douglas County, Because he had been a
college friend of Frederick Weyerhaeuser, president of the Nebagamon Lumber Company

which owned the lands along the Brule, Griffith worked out a deal for a gift of the land with

"Ibid.
*“Huffman, pp. 44-7.
%Jordahl, p. 10.
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the proviso that the legislature enact a law prohibiting dams on the river. Weyerhaeuser
donated the land but insisted on a provision for the title to the land to revert to the donor
if it was not used for forestry. Griffith, although primarily interested in forestry, was not
unmindful of aesthetics and he noted in his 1907 report, "The Brule is one of the most
beautiful rivers in the country and ... the state can acquire a forest reserve which for beauty,
good trout fishing and as an outing place for the people ... will be unexcelled.” He viewed
forest management as compatible with the lprotection of the river.”

‘Griffith also demonstrated a concern for aesthetics when he recommended the
purchase of land along the shores of Trout Lake in Vilas County to protect the shoreline’s
scenic beauty. And in his first report he said, "Within this area [around the northern lakes]
is one of the most wonderful lakes regions in the world.”” Griffith also was a member of
the state’s first park commission, established at the turn of the century.” A subsequent
park commission, in a report prepared by the eminent landscape architect John Nolen, drew
a sharp distinction between parks and forests, stating that

In the case of parks,.. the main purposes are the preservation and

enhancement of natural beauty and the provision of recreation.... Thus the

minor purposes of forests may correspond ... with the major purposes of parks,

and vice versa; the main and essential purposes of each are altogether
different from the main and essential purposes of the other...”

*F.G. Wilson, E.M. Griffith and the Early Story of Wisconsin Forestry (1903-1915)
(Madison: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 1982), pp. 16-18.

“’Ibid.
*1bid., p. 31.
Ibid., p. 32.
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The legislature subsequently transferred the responsibility for parks management to
the State Board of Forestry in 1913.1%

Unfortunately, Griffith’s efforts were cut short in 1915 when powerful interests,
concerned about the loss of "agricultural” lands to reforéstation efforts, brought suit against
the state over its forestry program. The Wisconsin Supreme Court sided with the plaintiffs,
agreeing that the forestry program was an act of "internal improvement" specifically
forbidden by Wisconsin’s constitution. Wisconsin’s budding forestry program was essentially
dead, and Griffith resigned his position thereafter."

While the forestry program languished, problems in the cutover region multiplied.
A growing number of farms were failing on the poor soils and ending up on the counties’
tax-delinquency rolls. County governments, specifically prevented from acquiring these lands
by the 1903 act establishing state forests, suffered the loss of tax revenues. While World
War I brought some relief with a brief settlement boom, the 1920s brought new failures.
Increasing problems with soil erosion and an agricultural depression resulted in severe
economic and social disruptions in the northern cutover region. By 1927 more than 4.5
million acres spread across twelve counties were tax delinquent, including lands in the
Apostle Islands. The human suffering was enormous.' It was at this point that the

problems of the cutover region and a renewed interest in forestry intersected.

0bid., p. 47.
9 [hid., pp. 54-8.

"Erling Solberg, New Laws for New Forests (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1961), p. 48.
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In 1924 Wisconsin voters ratified an amendment to the state constitution allowing the
state to engage in forestry. The amendment also provided for a property tax of two-tenths
of one mill to permanently fund the program. The legislature then turned to its Interim
Committee on Administration and Taxation to prepare recommendations for implementing
forestry programs. In 1927 the committee completed its study and made a number of
recommendations, including proposals to encourage forestry, allow forest lands to be taxed
at a different rate than other property, and make local communities active partners in forest
managemxent. Many of these recommendations were enacted into the Forest Crop Law later
that year.'®

The Forest Crop Law was designed to promote the preservation of forests through
tax policies that encouraged private land owners to practice sustained-yield forestry. The
state would determine which lands were better suited for forestry than for other purposes.
The land was taxed a flat rate of ten cents per acre. Town governments were also paid ten
cents per acre for these lands to compensate them for lost tax revenues. A state severance
tax was levied when timber was harvested.'®

Another interim committee -- the Committee on Forestry and Public Land -- was
appointed in 1929 to dea! with the deepening crisis in the cutover region. Its most significant
recommendation was to authorize counties to enrol! tax-delinquent lands under the Forest

Crop Law. In contrast to Minnesota and Michigan, where state forests were established on

“Ibid., pp. 46-7.

"™Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1927-1928, Madison, Wisconsin,
p. 25.
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such tax delinquent lands, Wisconsin would build a public forest system with the counties
as managers. Today this 2.4-million-acre system is the largest public land base in the
state.”  While work toward the preservation of Wisconsin forests progressed, the
economies of the northern counties deteriorated. As one contemporary remembers, "In
1931, the county situation had become so acute they weren’t even paying salaries to officers
and employees.” Meanwhile, tax delinquency increased.'™ Then, in 1931, the legislature
implemented the constitutionally approved Forestry Mill Tax Law. The law authorized
counties to grow forests on repossessed lands while receiving ten cents per acre in aid from
the state for forest management. It provided another ten cents per acre to towns and school

districts.'”

The first county forest was established in Marinette County in 1929 in
anticipation of the 1931 law."® By 1932 almost half a million acres of county lands had
been enrolled in the program, which by 1960 grew to 2.3 million acres."™ Ashland County
eventually established 32,000 acres in county forests; Bayfield County, 167,000 acres. Some
of these lands on the Bayfield Peninsuia were, in fact, included in the initial discussions and
boundaries for the lakeshore.

The Forest Crop Law and the Forestry Mill Tax Law were tightly worded. One of

the legislative authors, William Aberg, assisted by professional foresters in the Wisconsin

WJordahl, p. 13.
*Conservation Reminiscences of William Aberg," p. 9.
“Jordahl, pp. 12-13.
¥ 1bid.
YIbid.
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Conservation Department and at the University of Wisconsin, drafted a provision which
stated that the mill tax could be used for no other purpose but forestry, and the term was
narrowly defined."® The clause would become a constant source of frustration to those
looking for monies for the state’s growing parks program, and for state acquisition of the
Apostle Islands.

Several other initiatives also contributed to Wisconsin’s forest history. The University
of Wisconsin had numerous ties with the state government. During the 1920s, in response
to perceived problems in the cutover region, an entire field of land economics research
programs developed which focused largely on the region. Researchers urged that lands be
reserved for agriculture where suitable, and forestry and recreation. Further, they urged
legislative action to authorize such programs. The 1929 Rural Land Use Planning and
Zoning Law grew out of this research. It permitted a county board to decide which lands
were to be used for forestry, recreation, and agriculture. No longer would immigrants to
the region be permitted to carve out isolated subsistence farms in the cutover region far
removed from government services. This was the first law of its kind in the nation™ and
by 1936, twenty-three Wisconsin counties had ordinances on their books.'*?

The Ashland County Board and the town of LaPointe adopted their ordinances in
1934 and, with the exception of Madeline Island, which was unrestricted, zoned the balance

of the Apostle Islands in Ashland County for forestry and recreation. Buildings were limited

"Conservation Reminiscences of William Aberg," p. 13.
""Huffman, p. 62.
"2Carstensen, Farm or Forests, p. 123.
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. to private summer cottages, service buildings, campgrounds, resorts and structures associated

with forestry, hunting, fishing, trapping and mining. Harvest of wild crops such as berries
and marsh hay was permitted. Family dwellings were prohibited.'” Bayfield County
enacted a comparable ordinance for the four islands in that county.

The 1920s also saw the establishment of the first national forests within Wisconsin.
In 1924, in response to a state request, the congress authorized the establishment of the.
Nicolet and Chequamegon national forests. By 1933 their boundaries encompassed almost
two million acres.'* (A portion of the Chequamegon in Bayfield County was included in
the early planning boundaries for the lakeshore; see Chapter Nine.) In addition to purchase
of lands for national forests, Congress in the 1930s authorized the Farm Security
Administration (FSA) to purchase areas of 205,000 acres in central and northern Wisconsin.
These lands were eventually incorporated into state forests, wildlife refuges, parks and a
military reservation. Some of the FSA lands were located on Indian reservations, including
the Bad River Reservation, and discussions with the Bad River Band on how these lands
could be transferred into Indian trusts played an important role in the early planning for a
lakeshore. Also, under the provisions of Title II of the Bankhead-Jones Act, almost 1,000

isolated settlers were assisted with federal funds to move to communities with job

'"PComprehensive, Floodplain, Shoreland, Subdivision, Sanitary and Private Sewage
Zoning, Ashland County, Wisconsin, adopted November 12, 1980. (Note: the 1934

ordinance for forestry and reservation is incorporated in this document.)

Solberg, p. 45.
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opportunities or to relocate on productive farmland where government services were .
available.

The set of legal and financial tools in place in 1930 were used effectively to
rationalize a chaotic land tenure pattern that included lands in Ashland and Bayfield
counties and the Apostle Islands archipelago. With these steps, the Wisconsin foresters had,
in fact, abdicated a major role for themselves as'public forest managers to the counties and
the federal government. The state was left with a modest role, managing approximately a
half million acres in eight state forests.'”

Other federal initiatives during the 1930s would impact Wisconsin. A conservation-
minded Congress, with leadership from President Franklin D. Roosevelt, urged states to

institute and strengthen conservation programs. Congress also provided funds through such

programs as the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) and other public works programs, which

were frequently conducted on public lands. Also, the 1937 Pittman-Robertson Act
authorized an excise tax on arms and ammunition sales to be distributed to states to acquire
lands to protect wildlife and to fund other wildlife programs. The act substantially increased
the budgets of the Wisconsin Conservation Department’s Game Management Division.™

Lastly, the 1920s witnessed the start of organized and comprehensive forest fire

protection and suppression programs for Wisconsin’s forests. These programs would take

BJordahl, pp. 11-16.

"$Scott, Conservation’s First Century, p. 12.
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. an increasing portion of the department’s budget over the years as forest protection became
a necessary and top department priority.'"

The history of protecting Wisconsin’s forests was 1o contribute to the Apostle Istands’
future: Improved forestry protection and practices ensured that by the 1950s and 1960s
something worth protecting remained on the islands. But constraints on the use of the mill
tax precluded the use of these funds for park purposes; that would prove to be a substantial
obstacle for the state when it struggled with the proposed acquisition of some of the Apostle
[slands.

Forestry’s Stepchild: Wisconsin’s State Parks Programs
The concept of parks was at least as old as the concept of forests. The first proposal
for a national park came as early as 1832 from landscape painter George Catlin. The first
. national park came into existence much later when Yellowstone National Park was
established in 1872. The first state park was created in California in 1864 when Yosemite
Valley was so designated (the land around it became a national park in 1890). In
Wisconsin, the first state park was established in 1878 when a 50,000-acre parcel of land was
acquired in Lincoln County for what one researcher described as a "Northern State Park.”
It met an ignoble fate two years later when the area was sold and promptly logged.
Nevertheless, the idea of state parks persisted, and in 1900 land was acquired near St. Croix

Falls for Wisconsin’s first permanent park, Interstate State Park."®

WSolberg, pp. 67-72.

“*E.J. Vanderwall, Some Historical Background of the Wisconsin State Park System

(Unpublished manuscript, Wisconsin Conservation Department, Madison, February 9, 1953),
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In 1907, only a few years after the State Forest Commission came into being, the first
State Park Board was established by an act of the Wisconsin Legislature. It immediately

commissioned a study on parks, and in 1909 the well-known landscape architect, John Nolen,

presented his report, State Parks for Wisconsin, to the board. The Nolen report noted thét
parks, in common with forest reserves, could serve an important function by preserving and
protecting woodlands and stream flows (a conclusion similar to Lapham’s on forest reserves
some fifty years earlier). Nolen also argued that parks were the best form in which to
preserve places of historical and scientific interest, as well as places of "uncommon and
characteristic beauty,” a function that forest reserves could not fulfill, as most were destined
for eventual logging. Parks would contribute economic benefits to the state by attracting
tourists and tourist spending (an issue that resurfaced in the debate over the Apostle Islands
in the 1950s and 1960s) and would also contribute a "necessity of modern life," physical and
mental health, and a saner and happier life for Wisconsin’s citizens. Nolen recommended
the establishment of four state parks and concluded with a timely question:

Is Wisconsin going to look upon its bay and lakeshores, its rivers and bluffs,

its dells, its inland lakes, its forests, as natural resources to be conserved and

some portion at least acquired and held for the benefit of all the people --

both for the present and future generations?'”’

The State Park Board took his suggestions to heart, eventually establishing three of
the four parks recommended: Peninsula in 1910, Devil’s Lake in 1911, and Wyalusing in

1917 (the fourth, Kilbourne, which later was renamed Wisconsin Dells, was considered too

heavily developed with tourist attractions and impacted by a hydroelectric dam to make an

“John Nolen, State Parks for Wisconsin, with "Letter of Transmittal" by the State Park
Board, January 13, 1909, pp. 37-42.
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acceptable park). No mention was made of the Lake Superior region. Then, in 1915, the
park board was made part of the newly formed Wisconsin Conservation Commission, along
with the State Board of Forestry, the Fish and Game Commission and others.

The Wisconsin park system was supported by the legislature in principle but from the
beginning it was severely underfunded. The new commission was authorized to acquire and
manage lands for park purposes, but the occasional appropriations, derived mostly from
diversions from fishing and hunting license fees, were inadequate for such purposes. In 1929
three proposed parks (Northern Lakes, Seven Rivers, and Kettle Moraine) were dropped
because funding was not made available. Two of them eventually became state forests in
the 1930s (Northern Lakes became the Flambeau River State Forest and Kettle Moraine
became the Kettle Moraine State Forest).'” |

While forests and parks were seen as essentially complementary, it was easier to
justify and fund forests (which would produce revenues from future timber sales) than to
reserve lands for aesthetic purposes. Forests would help pay for themselves. For example,
a 1950s proposal to acquire Stockton Island in the Aposties as a state forest was to be
funded through the sale of the island’s timber. The state park system would remain
dependent on irregular and inadequate legislative appropriations until the 1960s, when
Governor Gaylord Nelson approved a state park entrance fee and a tax on cigarettes, which
earmarked substantial funds for parks. The records of the conservation commission during

the 1940s and 1950s are a litany of constant and chronic pleading for regular park funding.

2Vanderwall, p. 2.
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While funding for the acquisition of new parks remained short in the 1930s, the
development of existing parks prospered, ironically because of the Great Depression.
Federal work programs such as the Civilian Conservation Corps and the Works Progress
Administration, although initially resisted by some state administrators, brought in hundreds
of men to build trails, shelters, toilets, and other park facilities.”

When America found itself involved in World War II in 1941, the abrupt need for able-
podied men in the armed services replaced nationwide unemployment with chronic labor
shortages. Federal work programs disappeared and the parks once again became solely a
state responsibility.'”

While park land acquisition languished during the 1930s, other programs in the
conservation department -- fish and game and forestry -- experienced rapid growth. This
can in part be attributed to well-organized, vocal constituents who were willing to support
the programs through taxes and license fees. Park users were much less visible and the
department made little effort to organize or encourage constituent support from them.
Further, the forest and parks and fish and game management divisions represented areas
demanding scientific and technical expertise and were attracting well-qualified, committed
staffs. The people working on parks, while sympathetic, were trained in forestry, including

the long-time head of the Forests and Parks Division, Cornelius L. "Neil" Harrington."

2ywisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1938-1940, June 30, 1940, p.
37.

22w H. MacKenzie, "Progress on the Conservation Front," Wisconsin Conservation
Bulletin, January 1942, p. 3.

'2“Neil" Harrington was a powerful leader who wielded major influence on state
conservation policy for decades.
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. The availability of committed staff and resources meant that forestry and fish and game
programs dominated the department. Parks were relegated to second-class standing,
In 1938, the conservation commission reached the end of its financial rope regarding
parks. Its 1937-38 Biennial Report declared quietly but firmly:

Monies for the support of the state parks have always been primarily provided
from the conservation fund {derived from hunting and fishing license fees]....
It is timely to point out in this report, without going into too much detail, that
one of the important concerns of the Department at the present time is to
work out a more satisfactory and adequate method to finance the growing
demands on the parks.... These conclusions are inescapable. |. More adequate
funds are needed for ... the state parks...; 2. It is unfair and illogical for the
state parks to be financed principally from the license fees of hunters and
fishermen....

The Conservation Department has been forced to the conclusion ... that no new
parks be established until a plan of more adequate financing may be worked out
for the existing areas (emphasis added).'**
. The commission was as good as its word: Between 1938 and 1947 no new parks were
established."”

In 1939 the State Planning Board, in conjunction with the Wisconsin Conservation

Department and the National Park Service (NPS), released Bulletin Number 8, A Park

Parkway and Recreational Area Plan. This plan outlined procedures for the development,

maintenance, and operation of a proposed state recreational system. The plan’ envisioned
coordinating the use of state parks and forests, along with a system of county parks, roadside
parks and scenic parkways, to meet the state’s recreational needs. At this time the state

owned aimost 200,000 acres of land: nineteen state parks totaled only 13,107 acres, and eight

MWisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1937-1938, pp. 33-4.

. Byanderwall, p. 6.
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state forests totaled 176,729 acres.” It significantly recommended that nine areas be .
investigated for addition to the parks system, including the Apostle Islands. The plan noted

that

The Apostle Islands ... possess extraordinary recreational aspects, which have
been denied to many people desirous of visiting and enjoying them. Their
physical separation from the Bayfield peninsula may prove to be an
insurmountable obstacle to their use by the public. However, the possibility
of a state park on one or more of the islands should be thoroughly investigated
(emphasis added).””
The report also recommended establishing a state historical site on Madeline Island (the site
of Cadotte’s and Warren’s trading post and the first Protestant mission in Wisconsin}.

Nothing came out of these recommendations.
The plan also addressed the problem of financing parks, stating that the parks system

required adequate and stable funding for proper operation and expansion. The planning

board noted funding options. It also noted that the use of hunting and fishing license fees
for parks was an "unjust diversion of these monies."”® Depending on other departmental
resources, it argued, deprived the parks system of independence. Moreover, fish and game
funds were insufficient to meet the recommended parks budget. Using biennial legislative
appropriations from the state general fund was also problematic; it would assess all state
park costs against all state taxpayers, whether or not they used the parks, and would lead

to increased taxes. Moreover, the large number of out-of-state users would not contribute,

1%]bid.

“"Wisconsin State Planning Board and Wisconsin Conservation Commission, A Park
Parkway and Recreational Area Plan, Bulletin No. 8, Madison, 1939, p. 59.

bid., p. 81.
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Appropriations could fluctuate widely and make it impossible to administer a state parks
system.” In spite of the difficulties parks faced, the NPS in 1941 applauded Wisconsin
by noting that the state was the first to create an administration charged with the
responsibility for all state parks and related areas.™

These clearly identified problems would plague the parks system untii the 1960s. The
1939 state plan recommended an alternative source of funding: fees and charges for use of
the parks. The authors noted that such fees had been successfully used elsewhere and
strongly resembled the widely accepted system of hunting and fishing license fees. While
they conceded that fees might "restrict the use" of some parks, they also noted that "without
sufficient funds to properly care for the parks, their usefulness will soon become totally
dissipated and their value lost."™ Both warning and recommendation were to receive
little consideration during the next two decades.

With the end of World War II came renewed interest in the state parks system.
Under the guidance of Harrington, the conservation commission began to enlist support for
the state parks program and to consolidate all parks in the agency. (The highway
department was responsible for wayside parks, and the state historical society operated
historical parks). The 1944-46 Biennial Report argued that a broad and comprehensive
parks program was needed to meet an increasing public demand, "a program which logically

falls to the Wisconsin Conservation Commission because of its experience and functional

#bid.

“*National Park Service, A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem of the United
States, (Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior, 1941), p. 113.

Wisconsin State Planning Board, A Park Plan, p. 81.
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position.”*

Harrington was quite clear, however, about how much responsibility he
wanted his division to undertake and argued in a 1945 editorial that state responsibility
should be limited to areas of statewide significance. Most recreational and scenic areas
should, he felt, come under the ownership and management of the counties.'”

In 1947, Harrington’s skillful lobbying bore results when the state park bill passed the
legislature and became Wisconsin Law, Chapter 549. Harrington, in a later article, noted
that the faw placed responsibility for park administration, protection and maintenance
squarely on the shoulders of the conservation commission, although "in each case the
commission would be guided by the professional or scientific groups which had the best
knowledge of the intrinsic values of a particular site.”* The new act authorized the

following:

It is ... to be the policy of the Legislature to acquire, improve, preserve and
administer a system of areas to be known as the state parks of Wisconsin.
The Conservation Commission shall be responsible for the selection of a well-
balanced system of state parks....

[t is expected that the following areas ... will become a part of the system:
l. Areas which possess statewide scenic values,

2. Areas which possess large size and the best natural features available to
serve an important part of the state with outdoor recreation.

Y Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1944-46, p. 21.

3C L. Harrington, "Areas for State Parks,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, April 1945,

p. L.

'C.L. Harrington, "The Comprehensive State Park Program,” Wisconsin Conservation
Bulietin, January 1948, p. 4.
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3. Areas which possess, by location and natural attractiveness, qualities
desirable for roadside parks closely associated with the trunk line highway
system.

4. Areas which possess historic values....

5. Areas which possess archeological or natural wonder features....

6. Areas which possess botanical associations, geological exhibits or
landmarks of scientific or rare value.

Harrington noted, perhaps smugly, "We may say that this year we have set the course which
state park development is to follow for fifty or more years..."'* The act also transferred
roadside parks to the Wisconsin Conservation Department. Historic parks remained under
the historical society. The push during the 1950s for a state park in the Apostle Islands (as
opposed to a forest or public hunting grounds) had considerable legal justification under this
act; many proponents argued that the Apostle Islands possessed -considcrable scenic,
recreational, and historical values.

The establishment of clear lines of authority over Wisconsin’s parks was helpful, but
the 1947 act’s most important contribution was to authorize regular and permanent (if
modest) funding for the parks program: a $75,000 appropriation from the general fund in
1947, which increased to $100,000 annually in 1948, with an additional $150,000 each year
from the conservation fund (fish and game funds)."’

The funding came none too soon. Park attendance after the end of the war shot up

dramatically. In 1947, when the state park bill was passed, twenty-one park units totaling

bid., p. 5.
H1bid.
Byanderwall, p. 7.
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approximately 15,000 acres™ had been visited by a record-setting 2,100,000 persons.™”
The park system was overburdened.

1t should be noted, however, that while regular and permanent funding for the state
park system was an improvement over the past, it really was no more than a patronizing pat
on the back. In 1948, when the park system received $100,000, the annual budget for the
entire conservation department was $6,000,000. The lion’s share of this money went to
forestry, fish and game programs, and law enforcement. This was the largest budget in the
history of the department, yet its director, Ernest Swift,' was pessimistic because it was
inadequate to meet the growing demands on the department -- demands for fire protection,
forest nursery stock, forest management, research, game and fish propagation, habitat

improvement, and pollution control. The needs of the parks system was conspicuously

absent from Swift’s worry list.'"!

In 1950, when a new call for an "Apostle Islands Park" was heard, Wisconsin had

thirty-two state parks totaling 18,043 acres. Approximately 3,300,000 visitors by then visited

C.L. Harrington, "Development of Wisconsin’s State Parks," Wisconsin Conservation
Bulletin, June 1948, p. 32,

"Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, April 1948, p. 11.

""Ernest Swift, who grew up on a stump farm in Sawyer County, had risen from a field
conservation warden to the position of director. An articulate and strong conservation
leader, he went on to a top administrative position with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and later became executive director of the National Wildlife Federation. Swift had a strong
influence on conservation policy at both the state and national levels. (I owe my start as
a conservation professional to Swift.) He was a harsh critic of the lakeshore proposal early
in the planning process.

"*"Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Activities Progress Report, July 31, 1948, pp- 13-
14,
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. the parks, but only $250,000 had been allotted annually to maintain existing parks and
acquire new properties.”® These fiscal constraints would significantly influence later
debates over the establishment of a state park in the Apostle Islands, which could have been
justified under the 1947 State Park Act. The realities of the times -- a politically weak and
chronically under-funded state parks system -- would preclude establishment of a park in the
archipelago in the decade of the 1950s.

The State Had Neo Interést in the Apostie Islands

With the exception of the earlier efforts to establish a national park in the Apostle
Islands (discussed in Chapter Six), life in the region -- in Bayfield and Ashland counties --
was marked by quiet hope and probable desperation for many. As the natural resources
were depleted after the turn of the century, the regional economy collapsed. The 1920s and

. the "Dirty Thirties" were particularly hard. Local leaders turned to tourism as one
possibility to assist their depressed economiés.

In 1925 and again in 1926 the Ashland County Board of Supervisors attempted to
interest the legislature in establishing a state park at Copper Falls, some thirty miles south
of Lake Superior. The spectacular falls on the Bad River at this site would increase tourism

" These efforts were unsuccessful, as was the earlier

and bring in badly needed revenue.
attempt to establish a national park in the Apostles, although Copper Falls State Park was

established later. It's worth noting that in 1930s the National Park Service strongly

“Vanderwall, p. 7.

“*Ashland County Board minutes, February 25, 1925, p. 60; and February 25, 1926, p.

. T1.
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time were not supportive (see Chapter Six). These early discussions foreshadowed the
debates in the 1950s, when local residents and conservation organizations would argue
strongly for the development of the Apostle Islands as a state park.

Although no park had been established in the Apostle Islands, tourism was
increasing. In a 1938 article, the Milwaukee Journal trumpeted the growing success of the
fishing charter industry, which was bringing in almost $75,000 a year in tourism spending to
the Bayfield area. Professional charter operators were adding new boats and overnight
cabins for their guests. It was at this time that the interest in establishing the Apostle
Islands as a state park resurfaced briefly in the recommendations of the State Planning
Board.'® The boon was brief: World War II and gas rationing put an end to recreational
travel and the pleasures of a day’s fishing on Lake Superior. Any thought of public
acquisition of the Apostles was shelved. The islands did not attract more than a passing
interest outside of the region until well after the end of World War H (although one brief
article noted that the Kakagon Sloughs near the islands were a fishing paradise).'

Conservation Policies Are Set In Place

Wisconsin’s conservation policies evolved during this first one hundred years and
consisted of two major threads and two conflicting ideologies over the use of natural

resources. (The same debate was occurring at the national level.) First, Muir, Nolen, and

*“Trolling for Big Business," Milwaukee Journal, May 28, 1939.

“*Wisconsin State Planning Board, A Park Plan, p. 59.

“"The Kakagon Sloughs,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, July 1942, p. 3.
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recommended that the state establish a park in the Apostles Islands. Local citizens at that .



. later, Aldo Leopold, called for the preservation of natural resources for their spiritual and
aesthetic values. The second thread emphasized the scientific use and management of
natural resources. This view, espoused by Lapham, Roth, Griffith and Pinchot, would be
the dominant influence in the state’s policies during the era.

Although Griffith’s efforts to develop a forestry program were temporarily thwarted
by the state supreme court in 1915, voters responding to the worsening condition in the
cutover region amended the constitution to permit the state to engage in forestry, to fund
such programs and to support the passage of new laws -- rural land use planning and zoning,
a private and county forest crop law and the establishment of state and national forests.
These programs were strongly influenced by those who favored the utilitarian view of
natural resource management: the land economists and state and university foresters.

. Given the crisis existing in much of rural Wisconsin, the support by the state’s citizens
of the prudent use of resources was understandable. Rebuilding the forests would eventually
improve local economies, create jobs, and stabilize local governments. Moreover, there was
well-organized and strong political support for these views and new policies from a
developing pulp, paper, and lumber industry. Aesthetic and spiritual values associated with
parks, natural areas, and the use of natural resources for recreation and the funding for such
programs found scant political support. Indeed, very few parks were added to the system
during this period; however, to the credit of the foresters, they were willing to stretch the
use of mill tax dollars for the establishment of the Flambeau River and Kettle Moraine state
forests, which initially had been park proposals. However, they would be managed as

multiple-use forests, not primarily for recreation and aesthetics.
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Park proponents did have short-lived success with the work of the State Parks Board .

and the recommendations of Nolen. Three new parks were established. With Interstate
Park, established in 1900, a state park system was evolving. In part, the establishment of
these parks can be expiained by two factors. First, they were modest in cost and size and
imposed no substantial burden on the state budget. (Had they been propﬁsed a decade
later, their fate would have been highly uncertain.) Second, a separate State Parks Board,
with its distinguished consultant Nolen, could vigorously argue the parks point of view. Had
the board been a "bureau” within a larger state natural resources bureaucracy, ilt would have
been at a competitive disadvantage with the utilitarian fish, game and forest managers and
their organized constituents.

The period was also characterized by understandable uncertainty és to how to
organize governmental agencies for conservation purposes. Numerous boards, commissions
and legislative committees were created to deal with, for the most part, separate and distinct
natural resources: fish, game, parks and forests. Governor Philipp took steps to bring order
out of this proliferation by establishing a full-time professional conservation commission to
oversee all basic natural resources, which was, however, replaced a few years later by a
politically appointed one-man commission. The 1927 Conservation Act was a blend of
opposing forces; those who wanted conservation to be controlled by political elements and
those who wanted it under the direction of professional resource managers (the Philipp
model). The compromise consisted of a six-person, part-time appointed commission to set
policy for an integrated natural resources agency to be staffed by professionals. This action

provided some separation from direct political influence, yet it maintained some political
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responsiveness through gubernatorial appointees. When the lakeshore was proposed, the
conservation commission and the department had grown in power and influence during
more than three decades of existence, and they were formidable institutions.

Organizing constituent groups to support fish, game and forestry programs had been
relatively easy. Resource users had a direct stake in agency programs, and they were willing
to either tax themselves through hunting and fishing licenses or battle vigorously in the
legislature for state appropriations. The bureaus grew in size, staffs, budgets and power.
Parks, on the other hand, remained a stepchild for several reasons. First, park users were
amorphous; they resided all over the state and many were non-residents. They did not
organize, as did the fish and game interests, and the department made no effort to establish
such an organization to back park programs. Second, visitors came to parks to see and to
recreate; their use was non-consumptive, in marked contrast to hunters and fishers, and
especially to the direct and significant economic impacts of forest management. Although
park proponents argued that tourists spend money, they could not make as persuasive a case
as the other bureaus, and it would not be until the 1960s that sophisticated studies on the
favorable economic impacts of national parks would influence legislative bodies. Third,
forests and parks were joined in one bureau. Forestry budgets dominated; parks had no
secure financial base. Fourth, park responsibilities were carried out by trained foresters,
who though often sensitive to aesthetics, were poorly equipped to plan, design and conducf
a state parks program. Fifth, fish, game and forest interests had a substantial body of

Wisconsin law to support their programs. Not until 1947 did parks obtain an organic act
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and although this, over the long run, was a significant step, funding was not made available .

in any meaningful way.
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. CHAPTER FOUR

STATE INTERESTS IN THE APOSTLE ISLANDS, 1950-1960

Lack of money and opposing ideologies would plague the state in its deliberation
over the Apostle Islands during the 1950s. Although citizen interest in and support for
public ownership of some or all of the archipelago was increasing, the legislature, the
Wisconsin Conservation Commission, and the Wisconsin Conservation Department were
highly uncertain as to what course of action to take, if any. Having no clear goals or
objectives, these institutions reacied to external forces. In spite of the confusion and
uncertainty, they would, near the end of the decade, take steps to establish an Apostle
Islands State Forest.

Evolving and Shifting Conservation Forces
. The chair of the conservation commission, Charles F. "Frosty" Smith,"’ with a lofty
statement late in 1949, set the stage for the decade of the 1950s:

One thing we must combat .. is the conflict between different forces,

commercial and selfish as well as unselfish.... We should preserve and

conserve those natural resources God gave us for our children and
grandchildren.™®

“Charles F. "Frosty” Smith, an attorney from Wausau, was a staunch Republican and
eventually became chair of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission, gaining enormous
influence over commission policy.

“Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, November, 1949, p.
3.
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The statement was noble, but the decisions to be made regarding Wisconsin’s natural
resources, including the Apostle Isiands, were very much subject to economic and political
forces and a clash of interests.

The state legislature, recognizing the increasing complexity of the issues it faced,
including those involving natural resources, had, in 1947, established the Wisconsin
Legislative Council, which consisted of members from both parties from the state senate and
assembly. The council functioned as a study group for problems referred to it by the
legislature.  Completed studies were either submitted to the legislature with
recommendations, or bills were introduced under the aegis of the council. The council, in
turn, established various committees to focus on specific problems, and between 1950 and
1954 was advised on natural resource problems by an Interim Committee on Conservation.
In 1954, the council made the committee permanent; it became known as the Wisconsin
Legislative Council Conservation Committee. This legislative conservation committee, and
its interim predecessor, were responsible for coordinating policy matters with the Wisconsin
Conservation Commission and the legislature.'®

Because the Republicans had been in power for more than a decade, the
conservation commission reflected a conservative point of view. It did, however, provide
stability and continuity in what could be described as an incremental resource policy process.
Both informal and organized pressure groups had access to the commission, often in a

subrosa fashion. Because of their strong control over conservation, they became increasingly

**William F. Thompson, The History of Wisconsin {Vol. VI): Continuity and Changes,
1940-1965 (Madison: State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1988}, pp. 634-9.

78



subject to attack by external critics. For example, both Henry Maier and William

Proxmire,!*

unsuccessful Democratic gubernatorial candidates in the 1950s, accused the
commission of high handedness, of being unaccountable to the conservation constituency,
and of cronyism. Gaylord Nelson would intensify these attacks during his successful drive
for the governorship in 1957.' Also, relationships between the commission and the
Conservation Congress became strained during the decade. For example, in 1955, during
a commission meeting, a representative from the congress pointed out that its members
were upset that their recommendations, which reflected the views of thousands of Wisconsin
conservationists, had been consistently ignored.™® The Wisconsin Federation of
Conservation Clubs joined in the criticism. The federation’s secretary, Les Woerpel,'
presented a list of problems the federation had with the commission, including complaints

that it paid too much attention to public opinion at the expense of the research of its own

scientifically educated department staff, and that the members of the commission, appointed

“"Henry Maier, a Democrat, had served in the Wisconsin State Legislature and later
became a long-time mayor of Milwaukee. William Proxmire, also a Democrat, ran
unsuccessfully for the governorship three times during the 1950s. In a special election in
1957, he was elected to fill the U.S. Senate seat of Joe McCarthy, who had died. Proxmire
was re-elected in 1958. He was a strong supporter in the Senate for Nelson’s conservation
initiatives including the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.

“"Huffman, Protectors of the Land, pp. 105-6.

“*Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, August 11-12, 1955, p. 14.

Les Woerpel was a strong conservationist with statewide influence. His newsletter was
widely read. Gaylord Nelson would appoint him as a member of the Advisory Committee
to the Department of Resource Development, an agency that would compete with the
Wisconsin Conservation Department.
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by the governor, met no particular standard of qualifications, especially those relevant to .
conservation.

Woerpel gave three specific examples of what were obviously problems of political
influence: 1) the management of the deer herd; 2) the management of fisheries (in one
instance, bullhead fisheries on Beaver Dam Lake were exempted from fishing regulations
because a few people opposed year-round fishing); and 3) the special consideration certain
parts of the state received because of personal opinions on the part of the commissioners.
Although the commission attempted to deal with the Conservation Congress’s issues, it made
no serious attempt to address federation concerns.'™

The Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs was a well-informed, conservation-
minded organization which spent a great deal of time monitoring the commission’s activities.

Its criticisms and concerns over the influence of politics in conservation issues, the catering

to special interests, and growing dissatisfactions with the manner by which conservation
decisions were reached, were legitimate."™

While the policy-making conservation commission was controlled by conservative
appointees, the Wisconsin Conservation Department was becoming dominated by well-
educated natural resource professionals. The Conservation Congress took note of this fact

during its annual meeting in 1958." The agency grew steadily throughout the decade.

™Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, January 9, 1956, pp. 2-3.

“*Huffman, p. 105.

'R.J. Neugebauer, "Conservation Congress Highlights," Wisconsin Conservation
Bulletin, June 1958, pp. 11-13. .
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. By 1958, the department included more than 1,000 employees in ten separate divisions
protected by a strong civil service system."’
In 1959, the legislature, under Governor Nelson’s leadership, created a new
Department of Resource Development. One responsibility of this new agency was to
coordinate planning for outdoor recreation and natural resource use.® This new
department would challenge the virtual monopoly the Republicans had over conservation
policy in Wisconsin.
By 1960, budgets for natural resources, after a long period of steady growth, were
declining, in part because of a decline in revenues and increases in salaries, retirement

payments, and tax payments to counties.””

The conservation department was forced to
trim $2,306,000 from the biennial budget. The cuts were painful. Nonetheless, when the
. state’s chief forester, John Beale,"™ presented a summary of department activities during
the previous eight years, it was clear that significant progress had been made: forty policy

statements had been adopted which had significant planning implications; long-term goals

had been adopted by the divisions, goals which they were on their way to meeting; the

B"Huffman, p. 90.

Walter E. Scott, "A Century of Wisconsin Conservation: 100 Landmark Dates” (Paper

presented to the Conservation Centennial Symposium, State Historical Society of Wisconsin,
Madison, May 1967).

Charles F. Smith, "The Big Cut," Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, May 1960, p. 3.

®John Beale, educated in forestry and later in public administration at Harvard
University, was the equivalent of "assistant director" of the Wisconsin Conservation
Department. He had an affable and engaging personality, was loyal to the department and

. the conservation commission, and had a strong influence on policy during the era.
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department now had ten forests and twenty fish management demonstration projects and .
a number of public hunting ground projects; fifty-five interdepartmental agreements on
cooperative conservation work had been executed; and a state-wide forest inventory had

been completed.” Beale rather understandably failed to mention_a.seriously weakened

state parks system; neither did he mention the failure to make any progress on the
acquisition and protection of the Apostle Islands archipelago, which had received
considerable attention during the decade.

The Fate of the Parks: 1950-1960

The decade-long debate over the Apostle Islands revolved primarily around financing,
As this brief history of state parks and forests will demonstrate, the department had valid
reasons for having acquired only one out of twenty-two islands (Stockton Island) by 1960 as
part of the Apostle Islands State Forest. .

Although the 1947 State Parks Organic Act had in a minuscule way increased parks
funding, the budget was woefully inadequate to operate thirty-two state parks, which in 1950
totaled 18,043 acres and had received 3,300,000 visitors. The 1950 annual budget to support
this usage was $270,000, with a littie additional income from park concessions, camping fees,
and golf fees. As the Forest and Parks Division staff commented publicly in the February
Wisconsin Conservation Department Bulletin:

This is still inadequate to meet public demands, and just how much should

come from hunting and fishing license money is certainly debatable among the

sportsmen of the state... The public’s desire for recreational opportunities
has urged the establishment of new and expanded park areas. These,

**"Land Resources Planning,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin,
November-December 1960, p. 57.

82



. however, cannot be developed or maintained for full capacity use without
adequate funds.'®

Even more graphic was the pie chart illustrating how the department distributed each
conservation dollar:

Fish and Game Management 40 cents

Law Enforcement and Forest Protection 26 cents

Forests, Nurseries and Land Fund 23.5 cents

Parks and Recreational Advertising 7.5 cents'®

Since advertising’s portion of that 7.5 cents was considerable, parks were receiving minimal

financial support, and even that was under attack.

One threat came from Wisconsin’s interest in participating in federal funding

authorized under the 1950 Dingell-Johnson Fishery Act. The act authorized a ten percent
. federal excise tax on fishing tackle to be used to pay seventy-five percent of the cost of

approved state fishery projects; states funded the remaining twenty-five percent.'” For

Wisconsin, where parks programs were partially funded from state fishing license fees,

changes had to be made to qualify for Dingell-Johnson funds, which precluded such

“2Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, February 1950, p. 54.

1Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, October 1950, p. 71.

*=Dingell Fisheries Bill Finally Makes It,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, October

. 1950, p. 32.
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diversions. If the state could not qualify, it would lose $125,000 annually.’® This problem
was resolved the following year through an act of the legislature.’®

Longstanding dissatisfaction on the part of sportsmen over the use of hunting and
fishing Hicense fees to support parks was another threat. The illogic of this arrangement was
clear to the Wisconsin Conservation Department; it had pointed this out to the conservation
commission and the legislature frequently in previous years, with little effect.'” In 1951,
the department’s call for a better method of financing parks received strong support from
the Conservation Congress. During its June meeting, the congress passed, for the
consideration of the commission, a resolution which stated that funding parks through
hunting and license fees should cease and the budget for parks should come from the
general fund. The congress was particularly concerned that the growth of the parks system
was beginning to "drain” the conservation fund.'® The resolution was also supported by
hunting and fishing clubs in the state.'®

That same year, 1951, the legislature reconsidered park funding. Some legislators felt
that the funding from the general fund should be terminated. That would have posed a

grave threat to the parks program. Fortunately, the majority voted in favor of retaining the

**Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, August 10, 1951, p. 5.

*Minutes of a joint meeting of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission and the
Legislative Council Interim Committee on Conservation, September 7, 1950, p. L.

’See Chapter Three.

"“*Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, July 26, 1951, pp. 24-
25.

**Wisconsin Conservation Department minutes, August 28-29, 1951.
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. dual funding system (using monies from both the conservation fund and the general fund).
It even increased yearly appropriations from the general fund to $150,000, while the
conservation fund appropriation increased to $220,000.'™ )

The Conservation Congress passed a second resolution at its 1952 annual meeting,
again calling for a study of state park financing with "a view of a more equitable distribution
of maintenance [costs) from the general fund."”™ Little was done in response to this
resolution.

Other sources of funding were explored, but with little success. In 1954, the
legislative council’s conservation committee discussed the idea of using a new mill tax to
support parks, as had been done with the forests in 1931, A one-twentieth-of-a-mill tax,
however, had failed to pass the legislature during the previous session, largely due to

. opposition from the County Boards Association and the League of Municipalities, and
committee members were not optimistic about another attempt. One senator, Harvey
Abraham, commented at a public meeting, "Many people do not use the parks so therefore
do not feel that they should maintain them." A member of the audience agreed and
summed up popular opinion when he commented that "it was too much to ask of those who

2

hunt and fish to support the parks for all the people.

"MWisconsin Conservation Department minutes, January 12, 1951.

""Wisconsin Conservation Congress, "Minutes from the Annual Meeting,” June 2-3, 1952,
p. 11.

Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, August 23, 1954, pp.

. 1-4,
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Therefore, few politically feasible alternative sources for funding parks in Wisconsin .
existed. Other states had lo'ng since elected to charge park entry fees, but Wisconsin’s
legislature had decided in the 1940s that fees were inappropriate; they might discourage
tourism. The gasoline tax went into a segregated fund to finance the state’s highways
(although during a 1954 conservation committee meeting, one senator was moved to
comment that so much of the traveling public stopped at parks that it only made sense to
make them contribute to the parks through the gas tax).'” Imposing a tax on soft drinks,
as several states did, did not appear politically feasible. In 1954, the committee was still
unsuccessfully attempting to find a consistent, predictable, non-controversial source of
174

funding for state parks.

Attendance at state parks had increased by 250 percent since 1927 without a

corresponding increase in funding.”” By 1956 the park system was in such bad shape that .

the conservation commission, at the request of the legislative conservation committee,

released an insightful little brochure entitled, Wisconsin State Parks Going Downhill:

WHY? The introduction was telling:
THESE ARE THE FACTS

Wisconsin law provides it is the "policy of the Legislature to acquire, improve,
preserve and administer a system of areas known as the state parks of
Wisconsin. The purpose of the state parks is to provide areas for public
recreation, and for public education in conservation and nature study.”

bid.

"Ibid.

"L.P. Voigt, "Thirty Years of Conservation Growth in Wisconsin," Wisconsin
Conservation Bulletin, March 1955, p. 23. .
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This basic law places the responsibility for the well being of the parks in the
Conservation Commission. Carrying out this responsibility is largely a matter
of funds. Providing the funds is clearly the responsibility of the Legislature.

Our parks are certainly worth saving. They number thirty properties: 18,000
acres in twenty-five counties and include some of the best scenic places,
significant historical sites, and outstanding inspirational and recreational
values in the Midwest. It has taken over fifty years to assemble and develop
them.

However, the blunt and unvarnished truth is that our state parks have been
steadily deteriorating.... In more than one state park today it has not been
possible to provide minimum standards of sanitation, safety and police
protection. Indeed, a strong case can be made for the closing of some of the
parks.... '
The Conservation Commission sincerely feels it is duty bound to report the
state park situation as one of the most urgent conservation matters to face the
Legisiature in many years. Our state park program is at a decisive crossroad
today; we must face up to the problem and the time is -- NOW!!! (emphasis
in the original}.'™
The brochure also contained rather dramatic figures: attendance from 1944 through 1956
had grown from 750,000 to more than five million, a sixty-one percent increase. Funding
had only grown three percent. Wisconsin was spending a minuscule nine cents per state
park visitor in contrast to thirteen cents in Michigan, thirty-two cents in Minnesota, forty-two
cents in Florida, and seventy-four cents in California.

Department Director L.P. Voigt' promptly forwarded a copy of the brochure to

Governor Walter J. Kohler, along with a rather carefully worded letter:

7*Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Wisconsin State Parks Going Downhill: Why?
(brochure), Madison, December 1956.

71P. Voigt had succeeded Ernest Swift as director. His background was in
management, personnel and public administration. He was an effective administrator, was
totally loyal to the commission, and had a broad base of support throughout the state.
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I hope you may find time to review the presentation made and that your
response will be favorable to a more adequate support for the state parks so
that they may more sufficiently serve the public who uses them in increasing
numbers.'™

Kohler replied:
Thank you for your letter of December 11 together with a copy of the

brochure prepared by the Commission on the financial status of state park
funds in Wisconsin.

I am very glad to have had an opportunity to read and study this publication.
With good wishes....'”

It was clear that the struggling parks program would find little support in the governor’s
office.

The legislative conservation committee received copies of the brochure at its meeting
on December 21, 1956. The brochure prompted one staff member, Eugene Toepel, to ask
whether any of the existing parks could be abandoned. Beale, the chief forester, responded,
"Probably not.” The committee debated a number of funding sources, including annual
automobile park admission stickers, flat admission fees, revenue from parking meters, and
another increase in the general fund appropriation. The first three would increase revenues
but would be expensive to administer. The net gain would not be great. The department
recommended that the legislative commitiee urge the legislature to appropriate an

additional $500,000 just 1o cover major capital improvements. Committee members were

warned that efforts to fund the parks through entry fees would likely result in the public

"BL.P. Voigt, letter to Wisconsin Governor Walter J. Kohler, December 11, 1956.
""Walter J. Kohler, letter to L.P. Voigt, December 13, 1956.
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. expecting better facilities, necessitating an additional yearly expenditure of $1,000,000. And

this was coming at a time when the conservation fund was aiready in critical condition,
prompting the conservation commission to recommend the highly unpopular step of
increasing fishing and hunting license fees. The committee decided it was too late in the
session to submit any funding bills to the legislature. However, it directed conservation
department staff to draw up bills covering the methods discussed, and any other reasonable
measures, for submissioln during the next session.'®

By 1957, the Wisconsin Conservation Commission was hearing increasingly from rod
and gun clubs that they would be willing to support an increase in hunting and fishing
license fees, but only if the funds were used for hunting and fishing programs. Funding for
parks would not be tolerated.™ Accordingly, the commission submitted a bill to increase
license fees to the legislature. It also decided to submit a bill to establish a $L.00 park
entrance car sticker. Aithough the Legislature’s Joint Finance Committee was sympathetic
with the conservation department’s $1,000,000 parks budget, it held up the park sticker bill.
In the meantime, three bills introduced by individual legislators to finance parks from the
general fund were withdrawn by the authors.

Finally, in luly, the assembly and senate voted on both the license fee increase and
the park sticker proposal. The hunting and fishing fee increase passed both houses with

two-thirds majorities. The park entrance sticker died. A subsequent bill, which would have

¥wWisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, December 21, 1956,
pp. 2-3.

®tWisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, March 15, 1957, p. 3.
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supported parks through an ailocation from gas taxes, passed the assembly but was killed .

by the senate.® State park programs had literally ended up with nothing. Although the
conservation commission instructed Voigt to inform the governor and the legislature that
parks were in desperate need of additional money, no actions to deal with the problem were

taken.”® The Wisconsin Conservation Department’s 1956-58 Biennial Report lamented

its parks acquisitions program:

There is no actual land acquisition program in the state parks at the present

time because of the small amount which could be budgeted for this purpose

under the inadequate park financing system now in effect."™
The department had managed to pick up a minuscule forty-five acres of land at a cost of
$5,500 that year. Eighteen acres out of the forty-five had been donated. The attendance
record for the state parks in 1958 was 5,491,874.'%

In 1958, the commission decided to take a different, if less direct, approach to the
problem of financing parks. It approved funds for a travel-and-use study of the state’s parks
and forests to "pinpoint" areas needing improvement. The results would help shape future

financing proposals for state parks.' It also decided to postpone any proposals for park

financing until the following year. The commission’s chair, "Frosty" Smith, declared that an

®Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, July 19, 1957.

®bid.

™Wisconsin Conservation Department, Twenty-Sixth Biennial Report 1956-1958,
Madison, 1959,

Ibid.
‘“Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, July 1958, p. 30.
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"aggressive program” had to be carried out to prevent the parks from deteriorating further.

A lack of publicity on the park situation, it was agreed, was partly to blame."’

In 1959, an article by a park planner in the department’s Wisconsin Conservation
Bulletin summed up the problem by describing Wisconsin parks as slums, with inadequate
thirty-year-old facilities. Out-of-state visitors, the planner concluded, were likely to find
Wisconsin parks more crowded and less well-equipped than those back home.™ Then,
in April, the commission voted to discontinue camping at one of its parks, Big Foot Beach
near Lake Geneva. Conditions were far too crowded. Further, it decided to attempt to turn
the park over to the county, a city or a town, or whomever would take it, since the park
system’s financial situation was so poor.'

Newly elected Governor Gaylord Nelson decided to take matters in hand. He
proposed a 1959-61 conservation budget increase from $25 mitlion to $30.6 million. Funding
for recreational programs, including parks and forests, was to increase to $7 million. If
passed by the legislature, the Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee bill
would set an annual two-dollar park sticker and a fifty-cent daily visitor fee, resulting in
funding of $556,000 for parks. The department would, however, be expected to rely on fees
actually collected, rather than on an appropriation from the general fund. A special one-

year appropriation of $80,000 was to be earmarked from the general fund for the acquisition

®Minutes of a joint meeting of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission and the Iinois
Conservation Advisory Board, August 5, 1958, pp. 2, 6-7.

®R.C. Espeseth, "Spotlight on State Parks," Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, January
1959,

®Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, Aprit 10, 1959, p. 6.
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of Blue Mounds State Park." The new governor had elected to throw his support behind
the parks program; while his budget promised much, the results were slow in coming,

In the meantime, the commission faced another fiscal crisis. Decreased revenue
sources and increasing costs forced a $2,000,000 budget cut. The department was suddenly
in danger of going into the red.” The parks program was least able to stand a reduction
in budget. However, encouraged by the governor’s promise that the park sticker bill would
be introduced and vigorously supported, the commission reduced parks funding from the
conservation fund by one-third.”” Its optimism was unwarranted. In May the legislature
failed to pass the park sticker bill,"” which resulted in a severe crisis for the park system.
Reflecting on the consequences, Voigt urged that "every effort should be made to keep the
parks open and operating until actual safety or health considerations force us to close
them.”™ It was agreed that the parks would only be closed as a last resort.'” A month

later, the commission was forced to restore $65,000 cut from the parks budget.””

M Statement by Governor Gaylord Nelson to the Joint Meeting of the Senate and
Assembly Conservation Committees on the Proposed Conservation Budget" (Executive office
news release), June 24, 1959.

¥ICharles F. Smith, "The Big Cut,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, May 1960, p. 3.

“[bid, p. 4.
"Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, June 10, 1960, pp. 3-6.

MWisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, May 17, 1960, pp. 4-6.

*Ibid.

%"The Commission Decides,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletia, August 1960, p. 61.
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The Wisconsin Conservation Commission continued to favor a general park sticker
admission fee rather than continued reliance on fish and game funds. Given the earlier lack
of legislative support, Nelson was now less enthusiastic, feeling that a non-resident sticker
might have a better chance of passing.””” It was agreed that the practice of funding parks
from fish and game licenses would probably weather public opinion for another year."™

During August, Nelson toured the state parks and indicated that he favored the park
program, was cognizant of the need for additional revenue and was satisfied that the
program was moving ahead. Commissioner Smith, who had accompanied the governor,
noted that the visit had been on a Moﬁday, a low-use day, although there had been evidence
of heavy use from Sunday. The need for a financing bill was becoming imperative.'”

In September, because revenues were down, the legislature adopted a significantly
reduced department budget for 1961-63; it cut $1,400,000 from the previous biennium.*®
Under the circumstances, it was clear that any attempt to improve budgets for parks would
need to be postponed once again. As the decade ended, it was clear that it had not been
kind to park interests.

The Fate of the Forests: 1950-1960

While the 1950s proved unfortunate for Wisconsin’s state parks, the state’s forests

benefitted from a quiet but significant expansion in budgets. The 1931 Forest Mill Tax

¥Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, May 17, 1960.
Wwisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, June 10, 1960,
»Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, September 27, 1960, p. 46.

2®Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, November-December, 1960,

. P- 57.
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guaranteed that forestry would not suffer the financial woes of the parks program. A strong
lobby on the part of forest product users, along with the commission’s use of the industry-
oriented Forestry Advigory Committee, helped ensure that forestry programs remained at
the forefront of conservation department activities.*"

Two significant forestry initiatives were begun during the 1950s, initiatives which
would draw heavily on available funds. In 1949, the Forest Advisory Committee
recommended that the department undertake an inventory of forest resources in the state.
This inventory was to include an aerial survey, which would ensure accuracy in pinpointing
the amount of harvestable timber available as well as the need for replanting. The
inventory was expected to take three years and cost between $20,000 and $25,000 per
year.?? The commission approved the recommendation in 1951.

The inventory turned out to be more of an undertaking than originally planned.
Initially, thirty-two counties in northern and central Wisconsin were to be inventoried.
These were completed in 1956, two years later than anticipated, and they covered 18,000,000
acres. It was an expensive but comprehensive undertaking’”® The inventory was then
extended to the entire state.”™ The results were enlightening.

The completed inventory, published in 1961, revealed that forty-five percent of the

state remained forested. Of this, approximately 15.4 million acres were productive

*'Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1952-1954, pp. 9-10.

*Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, August 31, 1949,
p. 4.

*Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1954-1956, pp. 85-9.

*The Commission Decides,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, August 1956, p. 39.
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. commercial forest land, while 200,000 acres were non-commercial forests (such as parks or
reserves). Almost a million acres of commercial forest had been lost since the 1930s, mostly
to other uses such as farming. Public forests now totaled more than four million acres. The
remainder were owned by wood-using industries or in single ownerships.2*

Wisconsin’s remaining forest resources were extensive and therefore well worth
managing. Protection from forest fires had been undertaken as early as the 1920s. By 1951,
almost a million dollars was being spent annually on fire prevention and suppression.?®
A decade later, more than 17,800,000 acres were under organized protection in twelve forest
protection districts.?”

The forests faced threats other than fire. In 1954 the conservation commission
estimated that more forest was being lost to tree-damaging insects than to fires. Two

. entomologists were employed to survey the situation®® To deal with the issue, the
legislature in 1956 passed the Forest Pest Control Act. The act established the Forest Pest
Contro! Steering Committee as an advisory board to the conservation commission. In

addition, the state was divided into five management areas, each with its own entomologist.

**Robert C. Neshitt, "The Cutover Today," in Wisconsin Since 1940 -- A_Selection of
Sources (Madison: University of Wisconsin-Extension, 1966), pp. 140-51.

*Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, December 1951, p. 27,
Nesbitt, p. 147.

**Wisconsin Blue Book, Wisconsin Department of Administration, Madison, 1954,

. P. 302.
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Broad-scale DDT pesticide-spraying operations were begun in an effort to control seven
tree-destroying insects.””

Aerial spraying absorbed an increasing portion of the Forest and Parks Division’s
budget. In 1957, an emergency request was made to the legislature for $414,000 to spray
budworm in the north?® In 1959, a single, limited spraying on 1,500 acres cost $3,835.
Insect control was an expensive undertaking?!

In spite of a budget crunch in 1960, the commission maintained the protective
activities of pesticide spraying and fire prevention and suppression. In contrast, the parks
system lost almost a third of its tiny budget during the same period*? While the
commission was contemplating shutting down some parks for lack of maintenance funds, it
also added approximately 12,000 acres 1o the state’s forest reserves.? It was a telling
comment on the relative worth of forests and parks in the state of Wisconsin,

Another year would elapse before parks were funded, and then the funding was
generous. In 1961, Nelson had persuaded the legislature to pass the park sticker bill and
to enact his dramatic Qutdoor Recreation Act Program, which was funded by a one-cent tax

on each package of cigarettes and provided $33 million for park programs®¢ By then,

“*Ibid.

*®Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, March 15, 1957, p. 4.
“UWisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, July 10, 1959, p. 7.
*2Smith, "The Big Cut,” pp. 4-5.

*®Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Biennial Report 1959-1960, p. 34.

*“Huffman, Protectors of the Land. pp. 276, 299.
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however, Nelson had called for direct National Park Service involvement in the Apostle
Islands.
How to_Classify State-Owned Land

The debate over the Apostle Islands that was yet to come was far more significant
than a matter of choosing names. While in Wisconsin (as in many states) parks and forests
were administered by the same bureau, there were substantial differences between a park,
a forest, and a forest which was designated "wilderness.” They were essentially distinct if
related and complementary management units, and each had different goals and uses
implicit and explicit in its definition,

State forests were (and are) primarily natural resource reserves; their present and
future lay in use through timber harvests. Gifford Pinchot, who argued this before the
Wisconsin legisiature, said “"that the planned and orderly development of the natural
resources for the general welfare is the very essence of national common sense" (emphasis
added).”” This assessment was affirmed in the initial report of Wisconsin’s first Forestry
Commission, which stated that forestry was a form of agriculture and, as one writer
described it

that good forestry sought principally to find means of using forests effectively

so as to obtain the best possible yield... [The commissioners] firmly

disassociated themselves from "the plans advocated in the past ... by well-

meaning people of reserving certain portions of natural forest as so-called
‘parks’ and allowed them to remain unutilized wilderness.”

#Gifford Pinchot, "Address Delivered Before Joint Session of Wisconsin Legislature,”
March 24, 1927, p. L
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Such actions, the commissioners said, were sentimental.”® By 1954, Wisconsin had .

officially modified this definition to meet changing public demands:
State forests are areas set aside primarily for timber production but managed
under the principle of ‘multiple use...” Although the primary use of state
forests is the growing of recurring forest crops, scenic values, scientific and
educational values, outdoor recreation, public hunting and fishing and
stabilization of stream flow are important extra benefits. Under the principle
of multiple use, forests contain special use areas such as recreation sites,
wilderness areas, scientific areas, game refuges and canoe-ways within which
specific uses take precedence over timber production.””’
Multiple use had been endorsed by the State Planning Board as early as 1939 in recognition
of changing public values® In fact, the state’s chief forester, E. M. Griffith, recognized
the scenic and recreational values of the Brule River State Forest shortly after the turn of
the century. By the time of the publication of the state’s 1939 plan on recreation,’”
certain forests such as the Flambeau were officially recognized as having high recreational
and scenic values. Yet the term "multiple use” was confusing. While by consensus certain .
forests, or areas in forests, might have scenic or other values worth consideration, by legal
definition a state forest’s primary purpose was to produce trees for harvest. Other values,

while important, were distinctly secondary. Thus, while a certain level of protection might

be afforded an area such as the Apostle Islands when it was designated as state forest, that

2%Carstenson, Farms or Forests, p. 24.

H™State Forests,” Wisconsin Blue Book, 1954, p. 306.

**Wisconsin State Planning Board and Wisconsin Conservation Commission, A Park
Parkway and Recreation Area Plan, Bulletin Number 8, January 1939,

Ibid. .
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protection was only as strong and long lasting as public pressure and support and agency
compliance. Nothing in the statutes precluded logging of even scenic areas in state forests.

State parks, on the other hand, were intended first and foremost to be protected and
preserved. The 1947 State Parks Act defined them as areas with unique cultural, historical,
biological, or geological features, or areas of great scenic beauty. Their intended use was
principally recreational: hiking, camping, and nature watching. The intent was to protect
rather than to use in an exploitative sense. In 1954 the conservation department defined
parks:

The main purpose of state parks is to preserve the unusual or unique scenic

or historic places of the state for all time, in a manner consistent with the

legitimate use of such areas by the public. It is, therefore, necessary that the

use of these parks be regulated in such a manner so as to preserve the

qualities that justified the selection of the area for state park purposes.”
Although public use could be regulated, recreational development was necessary, so parks
contained picnic shelters, flush toilets, parking lots, concession and souvenir stands, extensive
road systems and graded trails and other human-made features that aided in the "legitimate

use of such areas by the public."”

Thus a park designation aided in the protection and
preservation of some natural values in some ways but not in others.

The designation of wilderness areas was generally limited to state forests, since most
of the parks had been too changed by human activity to merit such a titte. What it meant

to designate an area such as the Apostle Islands as "wilderness,” however, was open to

question, a problem frequently noted by Apostle Island advocates. Wildernesses clearly

2mGrate Parks,” Wisconsin Blue Book, 1954, p. 293.

bid.
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contrasted with well-developed parks, which had extensive facilities such as toilets and picnic
shelters. Whether the idea of wilderness meant "untouched" or "unmanaged” was unclear.

Between 1949 and 1955 the commission and department debated the issue of
designating state forests, or portions of state forests, as wilderness. The department
generally interpreted wilderness in two related but distinct ways. First, wilderness was not
to be managed. In the Flambeau River State Forest, for example, in designated areas, this
meant that downed trees and dead timber were left to rot rather than to be hauled out.
"Cleaning it up" was seen as tantamount to turning it into a park.”® The second
interpretation was essentially the restoration of wilderness in areas which had been
developed and used. Again in the Flambeau, this meant relocating and obliterating forest
roads and locating new roads away from river banks.”® Thus the department saw no
problem in designating an area as wilderness, in spite of earlier logging activity, if the area
could be returned to "natural” conditions (although the definition of "natural” opened an
entirely different sort of debate). Within this definition, the logged-over Apostie Islands
qualified as wilderness, but purists could argue against such a designation. Within the
context of the Apostle Islands debate, however, the distinction rested between a "developed"
park and an "unmanaged” wilderness.

There were other vital differences between parks and forests in Wisconsin. For one,

their funding came from different sources, and the forestry budget was greater and more

#Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, September 26, 1955,
pp. 2-3.

Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, August 31, 1949,
p. 3.
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. stable than that of parks. And while parks often involved a great deal of financial outlay,
not only for the original purchase but also for facility development and maintenance, forests,
particularly wilderness areas within forests, required very little capital investment other than
the cost of the original purchase. Thus, for many reasons, the decision on how the Apostle
Islands would be classified was important.

Ten Years of Debate Over the Apostle Islands

In March 1950 the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance called for a study of the
feasibility of acquiring the twenty-two-island archipelago. Ten years later Stockton Island
had become the first in the Apostle Islands State Forest. Over the course of that decade,
a number of significant issues were raised, discussed and, if not settled, temporarily put to
rest. Among them were the appropriate designation for the unit (park, forest, wilderness,

. or hunting and fishing grounds); which islands should be purchased; how the purchase could
be financed; the attitude of local citizens and governments toward state acquisition in the
Aposties; and the respective attitudes of the Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation
Committee, the Wisconsin Conservation Commission, and the conservation department
toward this undeniably expensive and complicated proposal.

The Beginnings: 1950-1954
In the 1920s, initiatives on behalf of the Apostle Islands had come from local
residents. This time the interest originated in southern Wisconsin. The Wisconsin Duck
Hunters Association had raised the issue and was most likely interested in the hunting and
fishing opportunities the islands presented, although the proposal called for a park. The

proposal passed unanimously and the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance sent it to
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the conservation commission with the resolution.?® The alliance proved to be the only
organization ambitious enough during the decade to suggest that all the islands be acquired.
No one else ever took seriously the possibility of securing all twenty-two islands, given the
potentially staggering cost, especially when Madeline Island was included. The idea would
not surface again until the 1960s, when Governor Gaylord Nelson proposed an Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore, which included all the islands except Madeline.

Department director Ernie Swift presented the alliance proposal to the commission,
which in turn approved the suggestion that the islands’ ownership be investigated. The
legislative council was advised of this action” Six months later, Swift presented to the
commission the results of the investigation into the islands’ ownership; it was a mix of public
(state, federal and county government) and private. The commission’s early response to the
alliance proposal was decidedly unenthusiastic. Swift was concerned that unless some
definite plan were formulated, little would be gained by spending any more time or money.
Forests and parks superintendent Harrington, however, questioned whether the islands could
be used for a park; past explorations had concluded that "for general public use ... these
islands were impractical for such purposes.” The commission’s conclusion in 1950 indicated
its low level of enthusiasm for any further action: If some forestry employee happened to

be near the Ashland County Courthouse, he or she could do a quick check on general land

values.?

Z*Wisconsin Conservation Department, Activities Progress Report, May 31, 1950, p. 17.

®Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, May 12, 1950.
2¢Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, November 10, 1950, pp. 25-6.
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. Although the commission took no action, a year later the department wrote to
Ashland County regarding the possible purchase of Qak Island for a state forest. The
chairman of the town of LaPointe estimated the value at two dollars per acre®” At a
subsequent meeting of the Ashland County Board of Supervisors, one supervisor argued
against selling Oak Island, and the matter was tabled.?®

One year later, the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance again recommended
that the Apostle Islands be publicly acquired, this time in much stronger language. Earl
May appeared before the commission to emphasize the alliance’s interest and support. He
specifically called for the establishment of public hunting and fishing grounds and proposed
the use of public hunting and fishing budgets for the purchase.”” The Green Bay Press-
Gazette ran a story on the proposal, but cautioned that the acquisition would likely cost

. “millions.” The newspaper instead suggested a more limited purchase of Oak and Stockton
islands.”

When the Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee reported on its
inquiries into the Apostle Islands a few months later, it reported widespread grassroots

interest in the islands as public hunting grounds and recommended the adoption of the

#'Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1951-52, p. 26.
281bid., pp. 26-7.
2Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, February 20, 1952, p. L.

#"Apostle Chain is Being Eyed for Recreation," Green Bay Press-Gazette, March 18,

. 1952,
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alliance proposa The value of the Apostles as prime hunting grounds had been

emphasized in the press early in the decade,”

and island purchases might have been
funded from hunting and fishing license fees and from federal Pittman-Robertson and
Dingell-Johnson monies. Deer were abundant; new woody plant growth on the cutover
islands provided ideal habitat. Bear hunting was also good. The islands had no inland takes
or streams; however, fishing was excellent on Lake Superior.

Still, the commission’s interest in the Apostle Islands continued to be modest. It took
up the question of the alliance proposal in July 1952 at a meeting in Ashland heavily
attended by department personnel, conservation organization representatives, and local
business people. The commissioners, department personnel Swift and Harrington, the
alliance’s Larry Shiffen, and Ashland County Board Chair Frank Shefchik toured the islands
by boat. During lunch on Stockton Island, the possibility of using the Apostles for
recreation was discussed; however, the department was most interested in Oak and Stockton,
both fairly large islands, as potential additions to the state forest system® Oak was

largely owned by Ashland County, which simplified its purchase. And Stockton was the

subject of a growing interest by the University of Wisconsin, which anticipated a donation

—

PWisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee, Progress Report, July 28,
1952, p. 8.

2Gee, for example, Mel Ellis, "Apostle Islands Offer Taste of the Primeval,” Milwaukee
Journal, November 21, 1950; and "Apostle Chain is Being Eyed for Recreation,” Green Bay
Press-Gazette, March 18, 1952.

*»Apostle Chain is Being Eyed for Recreation,” Green Bay Press-Gazette, March 18,
1952.
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of the land.* The large amount of tax delinquent {and Ashiand County had acquired on
other islands was also discussed, as was the need for close cooperation between the
department and local officials on any development effort™ After the meeting, the
conservation commission presented a progress report to the legislative council noting the
public interest in seeing the Apostles turned into hunting lands, but no action was taken.2®

Given the caliber of those supporting some sort of state acquisition of the Apostle
Islands, it was surprising that commission members and department employees failed to
express much more enthusiasm for the idea at this meeting t.han they had in 1950. Instead,
during discussion over lunch, "Frosty" Smith, the commission chair, stated that any proposal
for acquisition should go straight to the legislature for approval. Swift quickly agreed. No
clear plans or time lines for acquisition were discussed. Essentially, the commission and the
department were saying they wanted no part of the scheme unless specifically ordered to do
so by the legislature,

At the time, both the commission and the department had good cause for referring
the question to the legislature. In 1952, the financial situation of the state park system was
deplorable, and short of an outright donation of the islands, funding for a proposed park
woulid have to come through a special appropriation from the state’s general fund, a move

only the legislature could authorize. Some funding could have come from the state forestry

MWisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, July 12, 1952, pp. 2-4.

*Ibid.

PWisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee, Progress Report, p. 8.
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budget, but the conservation department had other uses for these funds®” The
commission’s and department’s positions were understandable, given their deeply ingrained
attitudes concerning the importance of resource "utility" and economic values.

In the meantime, the University of Wisconsin was attempting to pursue its interest
in acquiring Stockton Island. In 1953, the agricultural agent for Ashland County, Dave Holt,
presented to the Ashland County Board a university proposal for the purchase of Stockton.
"The chair of the town of LaPointe opposed the purchase, arguing that it would remove lands
from the tax roles. He preferred that the island remain in private ownership. The board
unanimously passed a resolution objecting to the university’s effort to purchase Stockton
Island.”™

In 1954, the legislative council’s conservation committee began to plan a tour of the
Apostles to again evaluate requests that the islands be purchased.”™ Chief Forester Beale
advised the commission that the department was in need of further time to complete a study
of the Apostle Islands before a recommendation could be developed™ Interestingly, the

assistant director of the conservation department, G.E. Sprecher,”” advised the acting

'Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, November 10, 1950, pp. 25-6.
28 Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, 1952-1953, p. 97.

G.E. Sprecher, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, July
6, 1954.

XWisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, August 13, 1954, p. 16.
#George Sprecher was the Wisconsin Conservation Department’s liaison with the state
legislature and, given his long associations with legislators, was, next to Voigt, the most

powerful person in the department.
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. director that the committee would be making a study of the islands as a potential forest.®
This assumption was quickly corrected by a memo from Beale which pointed out the
committee’s task was to study the possibility of using the islands for forestry, park or other
conservation purposes.””

Other department personnel also discussed the Apostles. At the August joint
meeting of the Area I and 1I department conservation boards, which were made up of field
supervisors of the various department divisions, the problem of the rapidly diminishing
wilderness on the islands was discussed. Board members agreed that Stockton Island
offered the best possibility for preserving wilderness, but decided that any action on the part
of the boards should wait until after the upcoming legislative committee meeting.*

When the committee finally met on August 23, 1954, it focused on the possibility of

. a state park in the islands. Beale, however, strongly advised against establishing a park,
arguing that a forest was a more financially feasible option. He was also concerned that if
the state were to purchase some of the islands, as a park or a forest, public pressure would
force the development of extensive recreational facilities, including accessible and
inexpensive transportation to the islands (an incredibly expensive undertaking). The
department was reluctant to commit to such expenditures using dollars earmarked for

forestry purposes. The possibility of using state general funds was dismissed early after a

*’G.E. Sprecher, memorandum to L.P. Voigt.

#John Beale, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, August
2, 1954.

*Minutes of a joint meeting of the Area I and Area II conservation boards, August 20,

. 1954, p. 2.
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lively discussion. However, one vocal participant in the meeting, Ashland Daily Press editor
John Chapple,” countered Beale’s argument by stating that the Apostle Islands should
be turned into either a state or a national park, as their potential was much greater than a
forest. Chapple’s concern, shared by many local people, was the perceived need to attract
tourist dollars, something he felt a state forest was unlikely to do. Frank Dexter,”* editor
of the Bayfield County Press, also emphasized this concern by pointing out that the Bayfield
City Council had offered a free block of land adjacent to the village for use as a park. The
issue of lost property tax revenue in the event of public ownership was also discussed but
not resolved.®”’

During an interview with the press after the meeting, one legislative committee
member, Senator Melvin Olson, stated that the committee would recommend the purchase
of four or five istands. While considerable debate had focused on the nature of the
proposed acquisition -- some spoke in favor of a park, others a forest -- by the time of the
press conference these distinctions were lost. Senator Olson was quoted to the effect that

the committee would probably be recommending the

2%John Chapple, one-time owner of the Ashland Daily Press, was a strong supporter of
public acquisition in the Apostie Islands. He had been a key figure in the 1927-1930s
promotion of the Apostles as a national park and would continue in his support until the
final enactment of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore in 1970. He wrote numerous
favorable stories on the islands for the Daily Press over a period of fifty years.

*Frank Dexter, the owner and editor of the Bayfield County Press, was a strong and
continuous supporter of a developed park in the Apostle Islands. He wrote numerous
stories on the matter during the era.

#"Wisconsin Legislative Council Interim Committee on Conservation minutes, August
23, 1954.
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. purchase of four or five of the Apostle Islands ... as an addition to the state’s
park and forest system.... Olson said plans call for one of the islands to be
devoted to park purposes and others to be used as wilderness areas [emphasis
added].**
Olson made it clear that the committee realized the difficulty of funding such a “mutt,”
commenting on the committee’s discussion on increasing the mill tax ¢highly unlikely) and
taxing soft drinks.

Press reaction to the 1954 meeting was mixed. Some offered cautions regarding
costs. However, the Milwaukee Journal noted that the movement to make the islands into
a state “preserve” should emphasize their unusual features.® Another important source
of support came from the Ashland Chamber of Commerce in an endorsement for the
establishment of a state park in the Apostles. The chamber also offered its assistance to the

}

conservation commission.™ However, not surprisingly given the lack of clear goals on

. everyone’s part, nothing was to be done about the Apostle Islands until the following year.
The Turning Point: 1955

The year 1955 would be a key period for the Apostle Islands, as public, legisiative,

and conservation commission interest in some type of public acquisition mounted.

Continued local interest was evident when the Bayfield County Board passed a resolution

28 Ask State Buy Apostle Islands,” Capital Times, Auvgust 27, 1954.

*Arthur Follows, "Scenery, Fish, Climate, History are Apostle Island Attractions,”

Milwaukee Journal, October 3, 1954,

“Merv Clough, Ashland Chamber of Commerce, letter to Victor Wallin, Wisconsin
. State Assembly, October 13, 1954.
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calling for the state to establish either a park or forest reserve in the Aposties. And,
early in the year, the legislative council replaced the Interim Commitiee on Conservation
with a permanent body designated as the Conservation Committee. The new committee was
given four study topics, including the possible acquisition of the Apostie Islands for game
management, park, or forestry purposes.”

Although Olson had stated in 1954 that the interim committee was recommending
the purchase of four or five of the islands for a park and wilderness, it chose not to send a
complementary recoﬁlmendation to the state legislature regarding an appropriation for the
purchase.® On reflection, the committee’s decision seems to. have been politically shrewd.
Aware of past and current public support for state acquisition, especially by such influential
and powerful groups as the Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance, the committee could
not help but acknowledge that support. A decision clearly against acquisition in the islands
might well have been viewed as a politically poor position to take. Instead, the committee
supported a nicely balanced compromise of acquiring four or five islands to be kept as both
park and wilderness. This action seems to have been neatly calculated to imsulate
committee members from public disappointment. Yet the committee, taking care not to

_ irritate the commission and department, left them an escape route. They waffled. Ina

%'} udwig Trammel, Bayfield County Clerk, letter to Victor Wallin, Wisconsin State
Assembly, January 6, 1955.

#*Wisconsin State Legislature, Joint Resolution 103A, 1955.

#¥Ask State Buy Apostle Islands,” Milwaukee Journal, August 27, 1954,
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. formal letter dated February 2, 1955, to Guido Rahr,®* the chair of the commission, the
committee’s executive secretary wrote:

At a recent meeting of the Legislative Council’s Conservation Committee, the

committee went on record in favor of your purchasing or making preparations

to purchase the islands of Hermit, Manitou, Oak and Stockton [Basswood was

inadvertently omitted and added later]... The committee’s action was taken

with the understanding that if sufficient funds are not available to your

commission at the present time, an option should be taken and the purchase

consummated as soon as the money is available {emphasis added].”*

Notable by its omission was any suggestion that the legislature should consider a
general fund appropriation. Thus, for the time being, everyone concerned was neatly off the
hook for an expensive acquisition, while the public was left with the impression that action
would be forthcoming,

The department response to the committee recommendation was predictable. Beale,

. at a commission meeting, requested a specific sense of direction. The commission told him
to advise the legislative council that the conservation budget lacked sufficient funds for the
acquisition of the five islands, and that if any such purchase were to take place in the near
future it would have to be financed by the legislature. In his letter to the legisiature, Voigt,
conservation department director, went on to point out that while the legislative committee
had recommended securing purchase options on the county-owned lands on the five islands,

such options were normally of a short duration, and so needed to be supported by

appropriations.

#Guido Rahr, along with "Frosty” Smith, would dominate the Wisconsin Conservation
Commission during the era.

“Earl Sachse, executive secretary of the Wisconsin Legislative Council, letter to Guido
. Rahr, chair of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission, February 2, 1955,
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He then added: .

Cursory investigations have been made to determine the cost of purchasing
the five islands by the [legislative] committee. To accurately appraise the
purchase cost would entail a great deal of detailed work and it is the request
of the {conservation] commission that I convey to you their feeling that our
most important project at this time is an all-out effort to control forest tree insects
and diseases. 1t is our belief that program will use up any funds that are
available in the forestry fund. The acquisition of the Apostle Islands is locked
on with great favor, but unless a definite method of financing such a purchase
is provided, no conservation funds will be available [emphasis added].>*

The priorities and preferences of the commission and the department were clearly on the
table. If the Apostle Islands could be secured through a gift, or if the legisiature would
support the purchase through an appropriation, they were all for it. Otherwise they had
other priorities.

However, other interests in the Apostle Islands were starting to emerge. Beale had

reported in February that Ashland County was now interested in selling Oak Island to the

state, and that the Vilas Estate (which owned most of Stockton Island) had contacted the
department to determine its interest in the island.”’ The trustees for the estate were more
interested in receiving a payment than in giving the land to the University of Wisconsin.

While finances were a problem, at least one conservation commissioner, A.W. Schorger {a

»*Minutes of a joint meeting of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission and the Forest
Advisory Committee, February 9, 1955, pp. 7-8; L.P. Voigt, acting director of the Wisconsin
Conservation Department, letter to Earl Sachse, executive secretary of the Wisconsin
Legislative Council, February 24, 1955.

BThid. .
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professor of wildlife ecology at the University of Wisconsin-Madison), personally urged the
purchase of Stockton.”®

The Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee finally responded to the
conservation commission’s request for funding. The committee’s executive secretary
informed Voigt that it was very unlikely that any recommendations on acquisitions in the
Apostles would be made, and that it was also unlikely that a request for an appropriation
from the general fund for such an acquisition would succeed in the current session.®

Outside pressure kept the idea of public acquisition alive. One legisiator, Republican
assemblyman Victor Wallin*® personally took up the cause of the Apostles. In an
appearance before the commission’s Land Committee in April 1955, he urged that it explore
alternative financing possibilities, including money from the fish and game fund or from the
University of Wisconsin. In particular he noted the university’s interest in Stockton Island
and suggested that it might be willing to lend financial support for its acquisition.?!

Voigt was also aware of the university’s interest in Stockton. The university had
completed a report on Stockton and had concluded that forestry, wildlife, marine and
entomological research possibilities existed there; that was encouraging news to the

professional resource managers in the department. One comment in the university report

AW, Schorger, letter to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, March 14,
1955.

*Earl Sachse, letter to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, March 22, 1955,

**Victor Wallin, a moderate Republican, resided in the nearby village of Grandview.
He was an ardent conservationist and a respected legislator, and he was held in high regard
by his constituents. '

*Wisconsin Land Committee minutes, April 1, 1955.
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is worth noting. It observed that department director Swift had indicated that the
commission was interested in the islands and that he had also suggested that the legislature
might want to provide the funds for the purchase of all of the islands except Madeline over
a period of several years to create a state forest for future logging and recreational use.
Oddly, this comment by Swift never was recorded in commission minutes or other records
of the department and was never raised in later years, {The university committee also noted
that the acquisition of Stockton by the university would not be incompatible with this
proposed forest [or park] and that it might put the university in a strategic position to help
pull together the plans for the development and preservation of the entire archipelago.)*
When the lawyers for the Vilas estate indicated their willingness to lease Stockton to the
department, the university’s interest ended.*®

One key event coming out of Wallin’s April appearance before the commission was
his request that the commissioners prepare a summary of their position and ‘the
department’s position on the acquisition of the Apostles. The commission chair agreed and
Voigt began to draft a policy statement® In May the commission adopted a draft
resolution which 1) directed the department divisions to examine their roles and
participation in acquiring land in the archipelago; 2) directed that land appraisals be

initiated; 3) stated that major assistance might be required from the state general fund; and

*?Report of the Committee Investigating Stockton Island, Ashland County, Wisconsin,
University of Wisconsin, May 1955,

**Ray M. Stroud of Stroud, Stebbins, Wingert and Stroud, letter to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin
Conservation Department, May 5, 1955,

*Wisconsin Land Committee minutes, April 1, 1955.
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4) urged that contributions from local sources be encouraged if they endorsed the
program 2*

At this time, the commission also authorized attempts to seek a lease on Stockton
Island, Within a few weeks, Voigt reported that the trustees of the Vilas estate had agreed
to a five-year lease on Stockton Island for $1,000 a year, subject to a purchase option.
Values were yet to be determined. On June 10 the commission met to discuss the
possible purchase of Stockton.2’

There were, interestingly, internal differences and perceptions in the department
regarding the use and values of Stockton. Chief Forester Beale favored designating the
island "wilderness” for the time being because an acquisition would require few
improvements and therefore little cash outlay. Voigt and Shorger discussed the possibility
of logging the island to pay for the purchase. However, department wildlife ecologist Burton

Dahlberg® supported the wilderness view:

2*Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, May 6, 1955; Wisconsin Conservation
Department, Statement on Apostle Islands Program, adopted May 6, 1955. This proposal
caused considerable debate within the department over the participation of individual
divisions in Apostle Islands acquisition. Beale submitted a draft recommendation to
members of the divisions for review. One recommended revision was the deletion of a
controversial sentence: "This situation requires an appraisal of programs and values by other
department divisions to determine the possible financial contributions they could make to
this acquisition goal within the limits of their budgets and programs.” The sentence was duly
deleted [Memoranda from John Beale to L.P. Voigt and Edward Schneberger, Wisconsin
Conservation Department, June 3 and July 22, 1955].

*L.P. Voigt, letter to the Wisconsin Conservation Commission, May 23, 1955,
*®Stroud, letter to Voigt.

**Burton Dahlberg was a brilliant ecologist who was highly regarded within the
conservation department and in the region. He was my supervisor at Spooner in the 1951-
56 period.
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Blueberries, which grow on the old sand beaches, and cranberries growing in
spruce-tamarack bog areas, are harvested by Indians from the Red Cliff and
Bad River Reservations and residents of the mainland... Brownstone
outcroppings provide a very picturesque shoreline on the east side of the
island. High clay banks, cut through by deep ravines, characterize the north
and west shoreline. White sand beaches on the south shore and along the
east side of Presque Isle Point are excellent.... The second growth forest
cover of today consists of pole size stands of aspen, white birch and northern
hardwoods. On Presque Isle a remnant stand of virgin hardwood and
hemlock is present. The sand beaches support red and white pine.... Growing
in many ravines ... are dense stands of pole size hemlock, cedar and balsam.
There are a number of swamps containing spruce, tamarack and cedar.

He concluded:

The value of an undeveloped area where it is possible to get away from the
hustle and bustle of modern living cannot be overestimated. There are very
few places left in the Middie West that offer an opportunity to establish a
natural area, where future generations may know the value of natural things....
One of Stockton Island’s greatest assets is its inaccessibility. The fact that a
vacation on the island requires some planning and the possibility that one may
be stranded for a few extra days makes it all the more desirable.”® .

In August 1955, the conservation commission met to present and approve its formal
Policy on Acquisition of an Apostle Islands Wilderness Area. The meeting was held in
Bayfield and, by special invitation, was attended by members of conservation organizations,
local organizations, business people, and the press. The commission’s policy stated:
Because of the continuing interest of many citizens and organizations in the
desirability of public ownership of some of the Apostle Islands in Lake
Superior, and because the Legislative Council’s Conservation Committee is on

record in favor of purchase by the state of several of these islands, the
Conservation Commission deems it advisable to adopt a general policy

*°B.L. Dahlberg, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, May
17, 1955.
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. regarding an acquisition program of this nature. Therefore it is the policy of
the Wisconsin Conservation Commission to:

1. Recognize the importance of the Apostle Islands in lake Superior
to the future welfare of the citizens of Wisconsin for preservation
of unusual historical, geological, plant and animal resources, for
unique research opportunities, and for specialized recreational
values, by establishing an acquisition unit to be known as the

Apostle Islands Wilderness Area.

2. Encourage all citizens and organizations to work toward the
accomplishment of this desirable goal and recommend increased
scientific and social studies by departmental divisions and
educational institutions of the human, forestry, fish and wildlife
resources in this area and their potential aspects for multiple-use
and wise management, and especially for their specialized
wilderness-type recreational values.

3. Declare that although this acquisition program is most desirable, it
is not immediately attainable and may be realized slowly because
of already established commitments and priorities in the use of
available funds. It also points up to the citizens of the state, their

. various organizations and their legislators the opportunity here
presented for public service by helping to dissolve this financial
barrier to a worthy social, educational and recreational project of
importance to themselves today, but especially to the citizens of
tomorrow who will need this type of recreational opportunity in the
presence of greatly increased population pressures.”

The policy statement was masterful. It fudged nicely on what, precisely, this area was
to be, and not incidently on who was going to pay for it. An interesting mix of key words
was used: "preservation of unusual historical, geological, plant and animal resources” and
“specialized recreational values” in one paragraph (clearly drawing on the 1947 State Parks

Act), and in the next, "muitiple-use and wise management,” key forestry terms. The final

Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, August 11-12, 1955; Wisconsin

. Conservation Department, Policy on Acquisition of an Apastle Istands Wilderness Area.

117



paragraph neatly emphasized the enormous financial hurdies the project would have to
clear.

Further, the statement conveyed the impression that the commission was supportive
of land purchase, but without identifying what islands would be acquired and without
committing any division to taking the responsibility of paying for it. Because forestry values
were noted, mill taxes could be used to finance the purchase. However, the commission was
skirting this possibility and instead was urging several department divisions to support it with

their funds.”!

The Game Management Division indicated a willingness to help, but the
Fish Management Division was dead set against any involvement and the Forests and Parks
Division could not force acquiescence. In the end, the commission left the financial
responsibility to Wisconsin citizens, their conservation organizations, and their legislative
representatives. On the one hand the policy statement highlighted the values of the
Apostles. On the other it was a polite, political, "put-up-or shut-up” challenge which
offended no one. Meaningful decisions would have to come later.

Although the policy did not identify the islands to be included in the wilderness area,
a consensus existed within the department that Madeline Island was to be excluded. Local
people were, however, interested in a park on that island, and a few weeks after the
commission action, the Ashland County Board, at the request of LaPointe Town Chair

Elmer Nelson, adopted a resolution favoring the establishment of a state park at Big Bay

on the island. (A state park would eventually be established there.) At the same time, the

"'John Beale, chief forester, memoranda to L.P. Voigt and Edward Schneberger,
Wisconsin Conservation Department, June 3 and July 22, 1955.
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. county board expressed considerable frustration with the conservation department’s failure
to move decisively on the islands and the state’s insistence on a forest over a park.?”
By September, when the legislative commitiee met to again consider the Apostle
Islands, supporters pushed strongly for an Apostle Islands park. Frank Dexter of the
Bayfield County Press argued that the Apostle Islands should be designated as a park rather
than wilderness because a developed park would attract more visitors. George Sprecher
told the committee, in no uncertain terms, that there was no money to be appropriated from
the forestry fund for a park (a legally quéstionable action anyway). The department’s
financial priorities were clear: defend the state’s forests from the threat of insect infestation,
a legitimate concern that year. Dexter was not easily put off and suggested an appropriation
from the state’s general fund, a highly unlikely occurrence. The cost of the five islands was
. at that point estimated to be around $100,000.3™

Signs of Progress: 1956-1966

Early in 1956, the Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee met again
to discuss the islands. A committee member noted that not all islands were availabie for
purchase, but stated that Ashland County was willing to sell Oak for $5,000. Funding such
a purchase was a matter of great concern, especially the potential for confroversy over using
the mill tax for wilderness purposes. Public support for an acquisition was again stressed,

this time by Les Woerpel of the Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs. Woerpel

" Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, August 19, 1955, p. 133.

*Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, September 26, 1955,

. pp. 3-4.
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favored an acquisition that would turn some islands into playgrounds while leaving others
as wilderness for a variety of recreational opportunities. Woerpel’s federation was léfgely
made up of hunters and fishermen with quite legitimate concerns about retaining the right
to hunt and fish in the area, an echo of the early Milwaukee County Conservation Alliance
proposal. During the discussion, Sprecher indicated that using one island for park purposes
and leaving the rest as wilderness, "in the raw," as he put it, for fish and game purposes had
some support in the department. Some participants debated the merits of the islands for
game management or for forestry; another argued that recreation was best in a wilderness
park. It was clear that after six years of discussion, the legislative committee, the
commission, the department, and Wisconsin citizens had yet to reach a consensus on how
to acquire and manage the Apostle Islands.?™

Local residents were, however, quite clear: They wanted a park, and a nicely
developed park at that. But the Ashland County Board was making the acquisition of
county lands in the islands a serions problem for the department. The board, initially
willing to part with Oak Island and the seventy-two acres it owned on Stockton, suddenty
turned difficult. At a committee meeting in March, Dexter spoke about his concern that
private individuals would acquire the most scenic spots in the islands. He indicated that it
was possible that Ashland County had been offered $75,000 from a private party for Qak

Isiand, but that he had been unable to confirm that report.2”

“Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, January 9, 1956, pp.
2-3.

**Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, March 16, 1956, pp.
1-2,
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The Ashland County Board was clearly frustrated with commission footdragging. In
April it passed a resolution authorizing the sale of 9,000 acres on Qak and Stockton. The
board placed no restrictions on who might purchase the land? Although the county
board never carried through on this resolution, it was a source of concern for department
staff.

In August 1956, the legislative committee met in Ashland, and local residents again
argued that northern Wisconsin already had enough wilderness; what was needed in the
Apostles was a well-developed park. When Dexter tried to soften the comment by pointing
out that the definition of wilderness was rather vague, Ashland County Board Chair Todd
retorted that the people of Ashland wanted a money-maker that would pull in tourists and
give the locals something new to look at. Eugene Toepel, a committee staff member, was
quick to point out that the state park system, under-funded as ever, was now not even
capable of maintaining existing properties. He did not think it likely that funding for new
purchases woul;:i be available.””

Although the funding question had not been resolved, the committee decided to
direct the conservation department to acquire purchase options on county-owned lands on
Stockton, Hermit, Manitou, Oak, and Basswood islands by December 15, 1956. The options

would then provide the stimulus for legisiative debates and, hopefully, funding.”™

“*W.E. Scott, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, April
2, 1956.

Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, August 24, 1956, pp.
5-6.

™John Beale, memorandum to Edward Erdlitz, Forest Crop Supervisor, Wisconsin
Conservation Department, November 24, 1956.
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Ashland County continued to maintain a hostile position toward the department and
unanimously adopted a resolution to deny the state purchase options on the islands because
it would remove land from the county tax roles.”” In his progress report to the legislative
committee, Voigt stated that a purchase price for Stockton had been set at $40,000 but that
the purchase of Oak Island was now uncertain. He also reported that the U.S. Department
of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management had offered the state its land on Michigan
Island.®

At a legislative conservation committee meeting a month later, the Milwaukee
County Conservation Alliance went on record in favor of the acquisition of as many of the
islands as possible under the present circumstances.® It was the last action on the
Apostles until late the following year, when at the final committee meeting in 1957, the

alliance again appeared and strongly urged state purchase of as many of the islands as

possible. In its Final Report to the Governor and the 1957 Legislature, however, the
committee recommended only that the department purchase Stockton Island. Further
acquisitions would depend on the availability of funds.?

Yet another year would pass before the Wisconsin Conservation Commission again

addressed the Lake Superior region, and this time it was not the Apostles but a proposal

#John Borkenhagen, memorandum to Edward Erdlitz, Wisconsin Conservation
Department, November 24, 1956.

#Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, November 29, 1956.

*Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, December 21, 1956,
Pp. 2-3.

*2Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee, Final Report to the Governor
and the 1957 Legislature, Volume II, 1957, pp. 33-4.
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. for a new park along the south shore of Lake Superior, stretching some twenty miles from
the city of Superior to the mouth of tﬁe Brule River. A citizen’s group and the Superior
Chamber of Commerce were promoting the park. Although the commission requested that
the department investigate the proposal in late December 1958, it emphasized its inability
to make any additions to the park system because of financial constraints.”®

At the same time, the department was again considering some action on the Apostie
Islands, specifically the purchase of Stockton Island (with $40,000 taken from the
reforestation fund) and its establishment as a state forest.® A state forest was the most
logical designation: Stockton had not been logged since 1918 and the island’s principal value
was in its $170,000 worth of timber. Wildlife research, hunting, fishing, boating, and
camping would be secondary values™ At its first meeting of 1959, the conservation

. commission supported this action. It approved the purchase of Stockton Island and the
Apostle Islands State Forest and directed that public hearings be held on the Stockton
Island forest boundary.”® Press coverage was favorable.®’

During the public hearings on the proposed forest boundary, held in both Madison

and Ashland, the public not only supported the Stockton Island purchase but specifically

#"The Commission Decides,” Wisconsin Conservation Bulletin, December 1958, p. 40.
*Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, January 9, 1959, pp. 8-10.

*John Beale, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department,
December 24, 1958,

*Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, January 9, 1959, p. 8-10.

™ Apostle Isle Sold to State," Milwaukee Journal, January 10, 1959; "State Buys Island
in Lake Superior,” Green Bay Press-Gazette January 12, 1959; "Dream Coming True With

. Island Purchase,” Milwaukee Sentinel, January 18, 1959,
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called for the acquisition of other islands as well.?® Emboldened by this public support,
the department recommended in March that the forest be enlarged to include Oak and
Basswood islands. {Basswood at the time was owned by private parties who were willing to
sell to the state.) Voigt then drafted a formal order including all three islands in the
proposed Apostle Islands State Forest. The order was subsequently approved by the
conservation commission.”

During this period, the entire area received a great deal of attention. The state
senate, following up on the earlier interest in a park along the south shore of Lake Superior,
in March passed a joint resolution advocating an investigation of the "desirability of
establishing a state park or forest in the area of the south shore of Lake Superior and
adjacent to and including the Apostle Islands," with a recommendation that the acquisition
not be delayed.™ The assembly amended the joint resolution to direct the legislative
council ta study the possibility of acquiring land on the south shore of Lake Superior for a
park or forest. The matter was referred to the conservation committee.

The area also received national attention following the publication of the National
Park Service’s "Fourth Shore Reports” early in 1959. These reports recommended that
Wisconsin establish seven areas as state parks or forests on the south shore of Lake
Superior. In response to a follow-up inquiry by the Ashland County Board, National Park

Service Region 5 director Daniel J. Tobin described the entire Apostle Islands group as an

*John Beale, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, March
3, 1959.

*Ibid.; Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, March 12, 1959, p. 25.
Wisconsin State Senate, Joint Resolution 39, March 17, 1959,
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"outstanding feature" and recommended that the conservation department purchase Stockton
Island®' Not everyone shared this view. Former department director Ernest Swift was
highly critical of the later diversion of $75,000 from the forestry fund for park purposes, a
portion of which was used to buy Stockton *”

Unfortunately, by 1960, Stockton was the only island to have been purchased.
Negotiations for the purchase of Oak and Basswood had bogged down in the lack of
cooperation from the Ashland County Board.® In March 1960, still angered by difficulties
in dealing with the state, the board adopted a report from its land committee that
recommended ngt selling county lands on Oak or Basswood islands until the department was
able to demonstrate a suitable development program for Stockton.”

In his summation to the legislative committee in October 1960, Beale reported that
the department simply couldn’t afford to develop Stockton Island and that the two other
islands proposed for the Apostle Islands State Forest were now likely to cost $48,000.2

In the meantime, and quite oblivious to the fiscal constraints of the department, the

®Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 19591960, April 21, 1959, p. 59;
Wisconsin Conservation Department, Biennial Report 1959-1960, p. 33.

P?Ernest Swift, "Politics in Conservation," lecture delivered at Stevens Point, Wisconsin,
May 14, 1960.

P Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, October 31, 1960, pPp-
8-10. '

#ashtand County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, April 19, 1960, pp. 50-1.

PWisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Commiitee minutes, October 31,1960, pp.
6-10,
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committee was still exploring the idea of another new park in the region along the south .
shore of Lake Superior,™ It was not an auspicious beginning for the new decade.

The Apostle Islands and Local Interests

WHEREAS, the Ashland County Land Committee has been contacted
relative to the purchase of Oak Island....

WHEREAS, the sale of said island by Ashland County if at a substantial
price, would be advantageous to said county....

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ashland County Board of Supervisors authorizes
[the employment of a real estate broker] to assist ... in the sale of Qak
Island... (1956 resolution adopted by the Ashland County Board of
Supervisors. )’

The 1927 effort to turn some of the Apostles into a national park had been first and
foremost a local effort. In contrast, the 1950-60 push for public acquisition of the Apaostle
Islands was largely the result of statewide impetus, support, and pressure. The idea

originated with conservationists based in Milwaukee County, and the Wisconsin Legislative

Council Conservation Committee saw enough merit in the idea to keep it on the agenda.
Still, local citizens took an interest in the debate, and many supported the idea of public
acquisition, although their positions often differed from those of the state. However, local
governments which would have been most strongly affected by public acquisition -- Ashland
County and the towns -- were often quite hostile toward public acquisition and the state
agencies involved. |

Many of the differences can be attributed to vastly differént perceptions and lifestyles.

Part of the problem may have been a failure of outsiders and state employees to understand

P*Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, October 3-4, 1960,
p. 4.

#’Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1955-1956, p. 39.
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the consequences of a long-term economic depression in the region. Hard hit by the Great
Depression and later by the loss of tourist dollars during World War II, the Chequamegon
Bay region was not prosperous. The closing of the mines in the nearby Gogebic Range
during the 1950s and early 1960s put thousands out of work. Logging and some commercial
fishing operations were numerous but not highly profitable. Qutsiders who saw the region
as a natural paradise did not appreciate the fact that, for local residents, paradise had to
bring money to the area. When the Wisconsin Conservation Commission and the
conservation department focused on the region in the 1950s, local governments, hoping to
revive tourism and summer home construction on the islands and the mainland, cannot be
blamed for their interest in economic opportunities rather than public parks or forests.
Local citizens were involved in the 1952 commission meeting in Bayfield. State
representatives were careful to emphasize their interest in working closely with local officials

on any acquisitions.”®

However, there was little sustained effort to work cooperatively
with local people except for the occasional request for information on land prices and
availability.

Ashland County’s primary and quite legitimate concern regarding public acquisition
of any of the islands throughout the decade revolved around the potential loss of property
tax monies. In particular, almost all of Stockton Island was private property. The prospect
of seeing that amount of land in state ownership, and therefore not taxable, was disturbing.

This was made clear when, in 1953, the county unanimously voted down a proposal by the

University of Wisconsin to obtain Stockton Island, citing a wish to see it remain as private

®»Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, July 12, 1952, pp. 2-4.
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property and on county tax roles.” It was a concern that was to color the Ashland County

Board’s dealings with the state over the Apostle Islands well into the 1960s. {The legislature
did, eventually, provide “in-lieu-of-tax” payments to local governments.)

While the Ashland County Board opposed public acquisition of the Apostles, some
Ashland County residents and representatives of Bayfield County were in favor of state
ownership. This became clear during the 1954 meeting of the legislative council's
conservation committee in Washburn to discuss possible acquisition. Members of the local
press, particularly Chapple and Dexter, were very active during this and subsequent
discussions on the Apostles. Chapple pointed out to committee members that the islands
held far more potential than a mere state forest. He noted that the popular feeling in
Ashland was that the Apostles were a greatly underused asset. As a park, they were far

more likely to attract significant numbers of tourists than would a state forest.

Other concerns were raised by Ludwig Trammal, the Bayfield county clerk, who
stressed the need for the commission to work cooperatively with local governments.
Ashland County already owned significant acreage in the islands and would suffer a
significant economic loss if private land was removed from the tax roles. An alternate view
was expressed by the chair of the Ashland County Board’s finance committee. He shrugged
off the possible tax loss, noting that it was likely to be recovered through the benefits a park
would bring to the county. Although the finance chair was careful not to commit the county
board to a position on the matter, a department staff person indicated that members of the

A

board had told him that they had turned down private offers to purchase Oak Island,

® Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1952-1953, August 11, 1953, p. 97. .
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“thinking that someday the state would want to acquire the land.” Finally, Dexter dangled
the lure of an offer of a free block of land immediately adjacent to the community of
Bayfield on the shore of Lake Superior to be included in a designated park. Docking
facilities in Bayfield’s excellent harbor were going to be necessary for the large number of
park visitors anticipated, he said.*®

Local residents were clear in their recommendations. In exchange for cooperation,
they expected the state to establish a park, which would draw large numbers of tourists into
the region. And they expected a high level of development of park facilities on the islands
rather than a forest surrounded by Lake Superior. In 1954, private citizens, the local press,
and members of the Ashland and Bayfield county boards had seemingly reached a consensus
of support for state acquisition. The tentative support of the Ashland County board,
however, did not survive long.

But the Ashland Chamber of Commerce and the Bayfieild County Board were
consistent with their support in 1954 and 1955 for a state park in the Apostles.® Such
support did not go unnoticed, and in May 1955, the members of the commission commented
that “it was not uncommon for localities to assist the Department in the purchase of
properties such as the Apostle Islands,” and pointed to the examples of Rib Mountain and

Governor Dodge state parks. Unable to fund the purchase of the Apostie Islands, the

*Wisconsin Legislative Council Interim Committee on Conservation minutes, August
23, 1954,

¥'Merv Clough, Ashland Chamber of Commerce, letter to Victor Wallin, Wisconsin
State Assembly, October 13, 1954; Ludwig Trammel, Bayfield County Clerk, letter to Wallin,
January 6, 1955.
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conservation commission and the department were unrealistically hopeful that the cash-poor
region might help to do so in the interest of gaining long-term economic benefits. Where
the funds were to come from, they didn't say.*”

Some Ashland County officials were by now becoming disenchanted with the state.
In August 1955, the board suggested that the department had lost repeated opportunities
to secure local influence because of its inability to move decisively toward either a lease or
a purchase in the island archipelago. The board further criticized the department for a lack
of political sensitivity, indicated by the department’s push for a state forest while ignoring
the board’s preference for a park. However, it did vote in favor of a proposal to create a
state park on part of Madeline Island.*®

In September 1955, at a meeting of the legislative committee, local newspaperman
Frank Dexter again made the case for a park on the islands rather than a state forest.
When asked about funding, he confidently replied that it should come from the state’s
general fund. There was, quite obviously, a local feeling that the state, not local units of
government, should finance the proposal.** In March 1956, Dexter again appeared before
the committee and pledged local citizen support for the acquisition of the Apostles. He
described the new hard-surfaced road leading down to the Bayfield dock, and the new cruise

ship that would be operating out of Bayfield.

*Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, May 6, 1955, p. 133.

*’ Ashtand County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1955-1956, August 19, 1955, p. 133.

**Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, September 26, 1955,
pp. 3-4.
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Dexter was concerned, however, that private interests would snatch the beauty of the
istands away from the public before the state could acquire them. He related, but could not
confirm, a report that the Ashland County Board had received a $75,000 purchase offer for
Oak Island. However, the board’s 1956 Proceedings indicate that it had voted to empioy
a real estate agent, who would receive a ten-percent comrmission to assist in the sale of Qak,
after receiving an unspecified purchase inguiry.*® As the resolution stated, "the sale of
said island by Ashland County if at a substantial price, would be advantageous to said
county...” and the board seemed to be getting little satisfaction from the state. In concluding
his presentation to the committee, Dexter stated that he felt the people had supreme
confidence in the ability of the commission and John Beale to administer the islands. It was
a nicely orchestrated performance, and it wasn’t his fault that the commission and the
Ashland County Board were at loggerheads.*®

In March 1956, the board passed another resolution to sell on the open market all
9,000 acres of its holdings on Qak, Stockton, and several other islands. The local rod and
gun club promptly informed the department that it feared private individuals might purchase
them.*” The department’s response was to support the club’s resolution that the lands not
go into private ownership. But the department faced formidable problems of finance.

Voigt promised to encourage that another legislative committee meeting be held in the area

¥ Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1955-1956, p. 39.

*Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes March 16, 1956, pp.
1-2.

¥'W.E. Scott, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, April
2, 1956.
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to discuss the Apostles. He also noted the recent action on the part of the department to

lease the Vilas estate holdings on Stockton Isiand.*®

When the committee took the matter up again in August 1956, neither local officials
nor state representatives mentioned the recent Ashland County vote to sell its land. Instead,
Ashland County Board Chair Todd stated that the board wanted to know what the state
intended to do with the islands if it acquired them. He pointed out that the north had more
than enough wilderness and that the region would not benefit from the establishment of
more. Todd emphasized that people in Ashland wanted something made of the islands,
something that would turn them into an attraction both for tourists and local people. The
committee's members failed to respond to the inquiry, asking instead what Ashland County
was itself doing to develop the islands. Todd replied that a growing number of summer

homes were being built in the area and expressed the local sentiment, first raised back in

1955, that a state park should be created on Madeline Island. Dexter also spoke in support
of a park on Madeline, citing its historical significance and scenic beauty. The committee
was quick to point out that as the state was not supplying enough‘ money to maintain existing
parks, funds for a new park were highly unlikely. Assemblyman Wallin urged the purchase
of even a few islands, noting the strong local support the Apostle Island proposal had been

given all along. The committee made no response.™”

P, Voigt, letter to Victor Wallin, Wisconsin State Assembly, April 5, 1956.

*PWisconsin Legisiative Council Conservation Committee minutes August 24, 1956, pp.

5-6. .
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In fact, by November the commitiee seemed to be growing hostile towards local
interests. During the November 9 meeting, when it was pointed out that the local residents
were strongly in favor of a state park on Madeline, Assemblyman Harvey Abraham retorted
sharply that the local ideas were changing year to year and this one seemed to involve "an
awful lot of state money." A year ago, he claimed, locals would have been glad to turn over
the islands for a nominal sum.™ The fact that the committee was losing local good will
and support seemed to have escaped Abraham; neither did his comments reflect any
realization that local ideas had not really changed from year to year; rather, the committee
had failed to pay attention in the first place.

The lack of attention was costly. That same month, the conservation commission was
directed to obtain purchase options on county lands on the istands of Manitou, Stockton,
Oak, Hermit and Basswood. Alerted by the county agent that the Ashland County Board
was to vote on this request, a conservation department representative arrived in Ashland in
time to hear the board unanimously pass a resolution that the options not be accepted, as
they would remove too much land from the tax roles. The former county board chair, who
was present and discussed the matter afterwards, explained that a taconite mine proposed
for the county was giving the board members a sense of financial security, so they felt free
to turn down the offer. It seems possible, however, that they may have been responding to

earlier misunderstandings.™”

*Wisconsin Legistative Council Conservation Committee minutes, November 9, 1956.

Mjohn Borkenhagen, memorandum to E.W. Erdlitz, Wisconsin Conservation
Department, November 24, 1956.
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The 1957 legislative committee’s report to the legislature on the acquisition of the
Apostles noted, in passing, tha£ committee members believed that the local people were
anxious for the state to acquire some of the islands, but not as wilderness.**  The
committee seemed to have confused Bayfield County sentiments with those of Ashland
County residents. Bayfield County remained in support throughout the decade, and the
county certainly would have benefitted from the acquisition without a loss of tax base, but
the report ignored opposition from the Ashland County Board.

The conservation commission had approved the acquisition of Stockton Island early
in 1959 and had ordered public hearings on the Apostle Islands State Forest. After the
hearings, Beale reported strong support for the purchase of Stockton and for the inclusion
of Oak and Basswood islands.®® The commission subsequently included all three in the
forest, but land purchases were limited to Stockton for two reasons. First, Ashland County
did not wish to sell, and second, the department did not have funds for land purchases.

Ashland County sought advice elsewhere. In February, the board contacted the
National Park Service regarding the Great Lakes shoreline survey. In response to its
inquiry, NPS Region 5 Director Tobin replied,

Our thinking does not envision a National Park Area in the Apostle Islands.

The entire island group is one of Wisconsin’s outstanding natural features and

the State’s proposal on Stockton [sland has considerable merit. Your county’s
concern over tax loss is understandable but our experience in the park and

32Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee, Final Report to the Governor
and the 1957 L egislature, Volume I, 1957.

33John Beale, memorandum to L.P. Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Department, March
3, 1959,
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recreation field has shown that such loss is only temporary. The establishing

of a public park (especially one of state caliber) invariably meets the

recreation needs and lures the spending power of thousands of people. In the

case of the Apostie Islands, establishment of a state park would also attract

related commercial enterprises 10 accommodate increased traffic and the

general economy of Ashland would benefit. As in other areas throughout the
county [he may have meant "country”] a temporary deficit in land taxes would

be more than compensated by other taxable revenues.**

While sales to private owners would have resulted in taxable land, the county was not
swamped with offers to buy. An offer from the state might have been as appealing as the
illusory private purchases. The board was also inconsistent. [t supported a state park on
Madeline Island, which contained taxable lands.

In March 1960, the Ashland County Board’s agriculture committee recommended that
the board take two steps with regard to the Apostle Islands: 1) grant the agriculture
committee discretionary powers to deal with the commission regarding the purchase of the
county’s 72 acres on Stockton, and 2) withhold the sale of the county’s 317 acres on
Basswood and all of Oak Island until the commission had demonstrated to the board an
acceptable program on Stockton Island. The "use plans” for Oak Island and Basswood
Isiand would be the same as those on Stockton Island or some other acceptable plan.*

The board adopted the recommendations. The committee prefaced its
recommendations by detailing longstanding grievances between the county and the

conservation commission, including the claim that the commission refused to accept county

land into the Forest Crop Program, and refused to redesignate commission land from "deer

*“Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1959-1960, April 21, 1959, p. 59.

*ibid., pp. 50-1.
135



yard" to "public hunting grounds,” for which an in-lieu payment would be made. In each
case, the committee reported, the commission had promised to reconsider its position with
the unspoken assumption that this might lead to a favorable decision on the sale of the
islands. The assumption appeared to have been incorrect.

While remarkably suggestive of blackmail, the county’s actions indicated its poor
relations with the state. Each side may very well have been justified in its position, since
neither understood the other very well. The county’s reluctance to sell any further lands in
the islands without proof that the state would appropriately develop the land it already
possessed on Stockton was clearly a legacy of the longstanding, unsettled difference of
opinion over whether a developed park or a forest wilderness was the best use for the
property. Without assurances that it would be giving up potential property taxes in exchange
for something equally likely to bring in revenue, such as a park, the board seemed to have
no incentive to cooperate with a state agency insensitive to its needs. By October 1960,
Beale reported, the county had taken two positions. First, it demanded a land-use plan for
the islands prior to state purchase, and secend, it softened its position on Oak Island and
now demanded payment up front.” In 1960 the Department adopted a more conciliatory
tone in its dealings with the county government. Voigt had written rather plaintively to the
Ashland County Clerk:

The Conservation Commission is hopeful that they may be afforded the

opportunity of acquiring all or part of the Ashland County’s holdings [on Oak,

Stockton, and Basswood]. Will you please call this matter to the attention of
the Land Committee.... Any suggestions which you or the Land Committee

**Wisconsin Legislative Council Conservation Committee minutes, October 31, 1960, pp.
8-10. '
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may have as to further negotiations leading to the acquisitions of the above
lands would be greatly appreciated.®”’

But it appeared to be too late to salvage the relationship. The islands, outside of Stockton,
were still out of state reach without a tangible commitment of state interest and resources
to assuage local demands for a well-developed tourist attraction in the islands.

The Sellers of Dreams; The Popular Press and the Apostle Isiands

"[Tihey intrigue the minds of people (like us) who pore over maps and
dream.” Milwaukee Journal, November 15, 1954

While politicians and conservationists argued over the future of the Apostle Isiands,
all in the name of the people of Wisconsin, those most responsible for bringing the Aposties
to the attention of the average Wisconsin citizen were the newspaper writers. The first time
many people in Milwaukee or Madison or elsewhere in the state heard about the islands
was through a press that was able 1o generate popular support for an Apostles program.
This the writers did through skiliful imagery.

By and large, most newspaper coverage between 1950 and 1960, when the writers

chose to take a stand, was sympathetic toward state acquisition. The Milwaukee Journal

was especially important not only in affecting public opinion but in influencing political
thinking. The newspaper’s editorial staff had close retationships with the wealthy, influential

conservationists found in organizations such as the Milwaukee County Conservation

*"Ashland County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings 1959-1960, February 9, 1960, pp.
33-4.

#*State’s Apostle Islands Have 300 Years of History,” Milwaukee Journal, November
15, 1953.
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Alliance. Furthermore, the paper was a significant force in supporting conservation

programs. The Journal’s position led many smaller Wisconsin papers to follow.

The press carried both feature and news stories on the Apostle Islands throughout
the decade. This section does not offer a comprehensive survey of that newspaper coverage;
rather, it intends to create a sense of the flavor of that coverage.

One of the most loyal supporters of the Apostles was the Journal’s long-time outdoor
editor, Gordon MacQuarrie. A native of Superior, Wisconsin, he was familiar with the area
and set an early standard for writing about the issue. MacQuarrie was the first to report
the alliance’s 1950 request that the state consider the acquisition of the Apostles. Even
before the conservation commission had formally considered the request, MacQuarrie ran
a story strongly in support. After noting approvingly that the alliance had suggested the
acquisition of all twenty-two islands before development caused land prices to skyrocket,

MacQuarrie astutely commented:

It would be difficult to argue that state acquisition of the Aposties would not
be a good thing, in the long haul, for Wisconsin.... But to argue that because
the big lumber is now gone, and therefore the state should not acquire the
islands, would be to argue against the established policy of the state in
previous land acquisitions, such as the thousands of acres picked up to form
Flambeau State Forest....

Any consideration of state acquisition must be on a basis of long range
thinking, if timber is the deciding factor, and it was with the national park
service people [in the 1930s]. Nevertheless, as they stand today, largely
denuded of the big sticks, those islands are still mighty fetching and this
reporter has nothing but sympathy for the Alliance proposal to study the idea.
Furthermore, there are men on the state {conservation] commission who are
thinking not particularly of today, but of forty or fifty years from now, and
that’s the only kind of thinking that could justify purchase of the Apostles.

138




. While supportive, MacQuarrie was keenly aware of potential difficulties, including the

largest stumbling block:

The problem will be to determine where the money is to come from.... One

of them, Madeline, is so developed by private owners that it seems unlikely

the state will ever find enough money to buy it for the public®”
MacQuarrie’s early observations proved to be correct: Finances remained a long-term
problem, and Madeline Island was never acquired by either the Wisconsin Conservation
Department or the National Park Service (although the state did establish a Big Bay State
Park on part of the island).

While MacQuarrie argued the Apostles’ aesthetic appeal, another Journal writer saw
other potential. In 1950, Mel] Ellis chose to describe the Apostle Islands as a hunter’s
paradise, teemiﬁg with birds, bear, and deer but very few hunters. Winningly, Ellis

. concluded,

[A trip to the Aposties] could be something like a trip to Africa or Alaska at
a small percentage of the cost. There’s an idea for a 1951 hunting trip.*”

After the 1954 decision to attempt to acquire four or five of the islands, Ellis again
described the Apostles as a deer hunters’ paradise, well worth preserving*®
The out-state press also took note of the state’s interest in purchasing the islands.

The Green Bay Press-Giazette was quick to report on the 1952 meeting of the Wisconsin

**Gordon MacQuarrie,"Purchase of Apostle Istands Gets Backing,” Milwaukee Journal,
April 9, 1950.

Mel Ellis, "Apostle Islands Offer Taste of the Primeval," Milwaukee Journal,
November 21, 1950.

“Mel Elis, "Apostle Islands Offer Excellent Deer Hunting," Milwaukee Journal,
December 12, 1954.
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Conservation Commission when the Apostles were discussed, and described the islands as

"among the leading scenic attractions of northern Wisconsin." Aware of its audience’s
intcresis, the article also described the islands as a deer hunter’s dream, with success rates
of eighty or ninety percent.”

As discussions on the Apostles went on, newspaper descriptions of the isiands became

more romantically inclined. A 1953 "On Wisconsin" column in the Milwaukee Journal

described them as a place to attract dreamers.” Journal writer Arthur Follows devoted
three columns to the wonders of the Apostles in 1954, observing that with the growing
movement to turn some of the islands into a state preserve, the area’s unique features

deserved to be recognized:

Here the inexorable glaciers planed off the red-brown sandstone nsually found
at depths of 3,500 feet. Through centuries, the battering wave cut out great
caves -- some big enough to hold a sixteen-foot speedboat easily. The most
impressive are on Devils Island, the northernmost land in Wisconsin.

Jumbled rocks give the impression that giant hands have smashed a jigsaw
puzzle of stone into even more complications. Huge blocks lean at all angles,
thin layers are stacked like lumber, great peaks suggest no modern
architecture but that of Karnak and Ur, or its feathered serpent stairways of
Mayan temples.

The rocks are probably much older. Rock colors range from deep cream
through blue-green, to somber red. Tints come in stripes, patches, swirls,
stipples -- every way. Above the rock spreads a green mantle of pines with
birch for lace. Trees cling where it seems even a fern could find no foothold.

kral

Apostle Chain is Being Eyed for Recreation,” Green Bay Press-Gazette, March 18,
1952.

State’s Apostle Islands Have 300 Years of History,” Milwaukee Journal, November

15, 1953.
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Towering above all, is the lighthouse whose red and white flashes can be seen

from Castle Danger on the north shore. Below, the singularly clear, cold

water of Lake Superior permits a peek at depths that range down to some

1,200 feet.®
What romantic heart wouldn’t be stirred?

But it was MacQuarrie who returned again and again, figuratively at least, to these
northern islands. In August 1955, while the commission was at last giving serious thought
to the possibility of acquiring some of the islands, MacQuartie wrote two columns
unabashedly in favor of acquisition. The first began by poking fun at the undeniably cool
nature of the northern climate through the reminiscences of famed football coach Knute
Rockne, who visited Superior one August. Climbing off the train from Chicago, dressed for
the ninety-degree Illinois heat, Rockne reported,

I was in a temperature near the low forties. 1 walked down the platform

looking for a cab. I had a tennis racket strapped to my bag and as I passed

the locomotive 1 saw the engineer point to my tennis racket and remark to his

fireman, "Look at that man, coming up to Superior in August with only one

snowshoe."
MacQuarrie concluded his column on a more thoughtful note:

The value of the Apostles may not be immediately apparent to this

generation, but as more and more of Wisconsin changes from rural to urban

living, and as people with more leisure seek additional places of recreation,

the Apostles most certainly will have to be considered.’®

MacQuarrie’s second piece played up the support for acquisition of the Apostles

among the state’s own employees:

#Arthur Follows, “Scenery, Fish, Climate, History as Apostie Islands Attractions,”
Milwaukee Journal, October 3, 1954,

*¥Gordon MacQuarrie, "Haven From Heat -- State Studying Idea of Buying Apostle
Chain,” Milwaukee Journal, August 7, 1955.
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If you chat long enough with the state’s game managers about the 22 Apostle
islands in Lake Superior, they finally get down to hardpan and confess what
they want to see done for this fetching archipelago in the world’s biggest lake.

They want Wisconsin to buy the islands, or all of them they can.get, and as
soon as possible.

[District Game Manager George A.] Curran has studied the islands as a man

reads a newspaper. He has fallen in love with them. That is why he is willing

to go beyond a mere presentation of a deer report and declare:

"We shouldn’t let a thing stand in the way of getting these islands."?

MacQuarrie died late in 1956, but he lived long enough to see Wisconsin take the
first steps towards acquiring a part of the Aposties when the department signed a five-year

lease for Stockton Island in March 1956. He applauded the decision in an article that went

on 1o warn of the chance of losing the rest of the archipelago through government inaction.

He wrote:

The Apostles are of Wisconsin, yet they are not. These islands ... have crept
into the news occasionally in this century, hardly at all before that. They are,
rather than subjects of news, relics of history....

Everybody seems to be in favor of somebody doing something about buying
the Apostle islands, or a part of them, but the commission’s action [leasing

Stockton Island] was the first state move in a direction which might lead to
eventual acquisition.’”’

It was clear that MacQuarrie despaired of the state ever taking action on the
Apostles (his article was entitled "The Islands Wisconsin Forgot"), and if he had known how

long it would take for the Apostle Islands to finally find the protection he thought they

*Gordon MacQuarrie, "Game Men Cast Covetous Eyes on Apostle Isiand Group for
State,” Milwaukee Journal, August 20, 1955.

*Gordon MacQuarrie, "The Islands Wisconsin Forgot,” Milwaukee Journal, March 25,
1956.
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deserved, his critique might have been harsh indeed. MacQuarrie would have approved,
however, of the Milwaukee Sentinel article that trumpeted the actual purchase of Stockton
Island by the state in 1959:
Purchase of Stockton Island ... as the nucleus of an Apostle Islands state
wilderness area is the beginning of the realization of a long-cherished dream

in the Chequamegon Bay area ™

[t was a dream that would not be fully realized for another ten years.

#*Dream Coming True With Island Purchase," Milwaukee Sentinel, January 18, 1959.
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. CHAPTER FIVE

THE EVOLUTION OF A NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM:
A CONTEXT FOR THE APOSTLE ISLANDS NATIONAL LAKESHORE

A Brief History

A proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore was timely in the 1960s; it fit nicely
into policies that had been evolving for decades for a national system of parks, monuments,
seashores, lakeshores, trails, and wild, scenic and recreational rivers to be primarily
administered by the National Park Service.

'The first national park was Yellowstone, established in 1872. Yosemite, Sequoia and
General Grant national parks followed in 1890. By 1916, when Congress established the
National Park Service, an odd assortment of lands were considered to be "national parks”

. or special preserves, a collection that according to historian Ronald Foresta had come about
as a result of "pork barrel politics,... the need for a catch-all category for miscellaneous
withdrawals of public lands and .. purely idiosyncratic circumstances.”™ An odd
assortment of federal agencies were responsible for the administration of these lands,
including the U.S. War Department (which helped manage Yosemite and Yellowstone and |
was responsible for many national monuments); the Department of Agriculture, which,
through the Forest Service, managed the national forests; and the Department of the
Interior, which had custodial responsibilities for the public domain through its General Land

Office, and trust responsibilities for lands on Indian reservations, which the department

*Ronald A. Foresta, America’s National Parks and Their Keepers (Washington, D.C.:
. Resources for the Future, 1984), p. 11.
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administered through the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Proposals to consolidate this
bureaucratic stew arose as early as 1900, with little incentive to do so, since the system
essentially was perceived as functioning. However, in 1910, Chief Forester Gifford Pinchot
introduced legisiation to consolidate national parks under the authority of the Forest
Service. It was a proposal that caused great concern on the part of park advocates.

Pinchot had been appointed to head the Agriculture Department’s Division of
Forestry in 1898. Pinchot, ever ambitious, had taken enormous strides to consolidate and
increase the scope and power of the forest division. Forest reserves had been established
in the country by the 1897 Forest Management Act, and their administration was delegated
to Interior’s General Land Office. Plagued by scandals and inefficient administration, the
land office lost the responsibility for forest reserves in 1905 to Pinchot’s expanded and
renamed Forest Service. While it was not easily accomplished, Pinchot’s political
manuverings -- supported by President Theodore Roosevelt and his interior secretary --
finally enabled what was, in essence, a bureaucratic coup. With its new responsibilities, the
Forest Service took on much of Pinchot’s personal philosophy of efficiency and utilitarianism
in natural resource management.

He was blunt in his assessment that forests, as well as other natural resources, should
be made to serve the greatest public good through efficient and wise use and development:
The timber, water, pasture, mineral, and other resources of the forest reserves
are for the use of the people. They may be obtained under reasonable

conditions, without delay. Legitimate improvements and business enterprises
will be encouraged....
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Forestry is tree farming. To grow trees as a crop is Forestry.®

This strict utilitarian attitude was evident in the famous battle for the Hetch Hetchy
Valley, in which “preservationist’ John Muir was pitted against "conservationist” Pinchot.
Situated east of San Francisco, the Tuolumne River was seen as a splendid source of fresh
water. A reservoir would meet the fresh water needs of the growing city. The approval by
the interior secretary marked the beginning of a long and bitter battle, a battle which Muir
and his supporters, who opposed the dam, lost decisively in 1913. Pinchot had been a key
witness in numerous hearings, and personally convinced President Roosevelt of the
importance of the project.™

Pinchot’s 1910 proposal to absorb the national parks into the Forest Service therefore
raised legitimate concerns over the long-term fate of the parks under such a man. That
year, the Sierra Club took up the cause of an independent agency responsible for (and
willing to fight for) the national parks. After a series of conferences on national parks, a
mixed coalition successfully gained the support of President William Howard Taft for a park
agency in 1912. The Forest Service, now bereft of Pinchot (who Taft fired in 1910), was,
however, continuing to make a play for park responsibilities. The new chief forester, Henry
Graves, was willing to broaden his predecessor’s utilitarian emphasis in favor of initiatives,
which included "preservation” and the expansion of recreational facilities in national forests.

Using arguments of shared goals and the need for efficient public land administration, a

HCited in Glen O. Robinson, The Forest Service: A Study in Public L and Management

(Baltimore: Resources for the Future, 1975), p. 9.

#See the discussion in Roderick Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1967, 1973), pp. 161-81.
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goal best accomplished by unified responsibilities, Graves spent much time lobbying for the
transfer of parks to the Forest Service. However, the taint of utilitarianism was difficult to
escape. Moreover, the interior department saw political benefits by adding a park service
to its other natural resource responsibilities. In 1916, the National Park Service (NPS) was
established within the Department of the Interior, and Stephen T. Mather was appointed
its first director.’”

Unfortunately, while Congress was willing to create the NPS, it did little to ensure
agency survival or financial support. The early survival of the service and its ability to
acquire lands for parks was due primarily to Mather’s willingness to use his own money and
his ability to cultivate the support of rich and influential men, whe would lend political
influence and financial contributions, aﬁd on occasion, even donate lands for national parks.
The system grew slowly, largely through donations by states and private individuals and
withdrawals from the public domain. It would not be until 1961 that Congress authorized
funds for land acquisition for a recreational park when it established Cape Cod National
Seashore. This was first national/recreational area for which Congress authorized land
acquisition appropriations in the initial legislation. However, congress had previously
appropriated land acquisition money for several parks.

In the early years of the National Park Service, Mather faced major challenges in
ensuring the survival of his new agency, developing a national constituency, fighting for

funds for existing parks, and fending off proposals for additions to the system that did not

*Ronald F. Lee, Family Tree of the National Park System (Philadelphia: Eastern
National Park and Monument Association, 1972), pp. 9-15; Foresta, pp. 16-20.
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meet national standards. To deal with the latter, he organized a state parks movement (in
1920, only twenty states had parks) and in 192] convened a meeting of two hundred delegates
in Des Moines, Iowa, to discuss the matter. The meeting resulted in the National
Conterence on State Parks with which the NPS would actively cooperate in the years
ahead.™ Mather told the delegates, "I believe we should have comfortable camps all over
the country, so that the motorists could camp each night in a scenic spot.”*  The
important role the conference would play in stimulating state park systems was brought out
by the fact that by 1970, state parks served three times as many visitors as national parks
on less than one-fourth of the acreage.®

Increased planning collaboration with the states by the NPS would be given a
substantial impetus when President Franklin D. Reosevelt created the National Planning
Board, which was to conduct broad-scale natural resources studies, including studies of state
park needs. (The board was reorganized four times during the 1930s and was eventually
named the National Resources Planning Board.) The recreational division of the board was
set up in the NPS. In addition to planning for parks and recreation, $25 million was
appropriated to acquire submarginal agricultural lands and place them in uses appropriate
to their physical characteristics. Another $5 million was allocated for purchase of lands

having recreational potential; the NPS was responsiblé for developing this part of the

*Robert Shankland, Steve Mather of the National Parks (New York: Knopf, 1951), pp.
185-6.

*Quoted in William C. Everhart, The National Park Service (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1972), p. 138,

“bid., pp. 138-9.
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program. Three types of areas were studied: 1) a few regional areas of 10,000 to 15,000
acres to be used by large numbers of visitors; 2) smaller tracts of 1,500 to 2,000 acres near
large industrial centers; and 3) small wayside tracts or picnic areas.®

The board’s Land Planning Committee also commissioned the NPS to study outdoor

recreation, which resulted in a 1935 report, Recreation Uses of Land in the United States.

The recommendations with regard to the service’s role in planning and coordination were
significant. The NPS was to 1) undertake a study of the nation’s outdoor recreation
resources, 2) assist states and their local governments in outdoor recreation planning, and
3) assist other federal bureaus and departments in protecting and developing recreational
resources on lands they controlled. Further recommendations included the purchase of
ocean-beach areas for recreational use and further studies on incorporating significant areas
on the public domain or within national forests in the national park system.™

The careful planning for national parks, along with the strong relationships developed
with the states, put Mather’s successors in an excellent position to take advantage of
President Roosevelt’s Emergency Conservation Act (ECA), passed by Congress a few days
after his 1933 inauguration. The ECA gave Roosevelt the authority to establish the Civilian

Conservation Corps and CCC work camps throughout the nation. During the almost ten

*John Ise, Our National Park Policy: A Critical History (Baltimore: John Hopkins
Press, 1961), p. 364.

¥’Edwin M. Fitch and John F. Shanklin, The Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation (New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1970), pp. 46-9.
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. years that the CCC camps were in operation, millions of dollars were spent to improve and
upgrade the national parks.*®
The NPS was also responsible for working with the states and directing some five
hundred CCC camps on state park lands across the nation.™ However, Wisconsin’s state
parks and forests superintendent, Neil Harrington, was suspicious of federal involvement,
and he kept CCC camps out of Wisconsin state parks for two years. Finally, Harrington
yielded to pressure and camps were located in state parks.*®
The NPS’s involvement with recreation in the 1930s was not limited to the CCC
camps. The agency took on major responsibilities for other depression-era programs.
"Recreational demonstration projects” were established on the acquired submarginal
agricultural lands and transferred to the NPS. The service then developed regional parks
. for long-term operation by state or local governments. However, four of these areas,
Catoctin Mountain Park in Maryland (the site of Camp David), Prince William Forest Park
in Virginia (operated as a unit of the National Capital Parks), the Hopewell Village
National Historic Site in Pennsylvania, and the Theodore Roosevelt National Memorial Park
in North Dakota, were retained as elements in the national system. The Blue Ridge and
Natchez Trace parkways also began as public works projects utilizing NPS designers, but
these, along with two existing parkways, were added to the system in the 1930s. These new

areas in the eastern United States -- along with the earlier Acadia National Park in Maine,

hid., p. 360.
PForesta, p. 44.

*Carol Ahlgren, “The Civilian Conservation Corps and Wisconsin State Park
. Development,” Wisconsin Magazine of History 71(3), Spring 1988, pp. 184-204.
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the Great Smoky Mountains National Park in North Carolina and Tennessee, Mammoth
Cave National Park in Kentucky, and Isle Royale National Park in Michigan -- were slowly
establishing the NPS as something substantially more than just an agency with
responsibilities for the unspoiled wilderness parks of the western United States. Moreover,
the recreational demonstration projects and the parkways had substantially different
management criteria than those established for national parks. Mather and Horace Albright
(who in 1929 succeeded Mather as director) were indeed broadening their geographical base
and at the same time, coincidentally, their political base.*'

Another major public works project, the construction of the Hoover Dam and the
creation of mammoth Lake Mead, eventually resulted in NPS administration of five
reservoir-related national recreation areas. During this period the NPS also initiated a new
concept, national seashores, which more than three decades later would have significant
implications for the Apostle Islands.>*

It took the NPS time to assimilate the greatly expanded responsibilities the agency
acquired in the 1930s. Conservationists and officials alike feared the dilution of national
park standards if recreational areas were to become fully recognized units in the system.
Further, the NPS lacked primary jurisdiction at federal reservoirs and other recreational
areas, which were operated under cooperative agreements with other agencies. It was not

until 1953 that Congress redefined the national park system, Under the definition, national

*Foresta, pp. 35-7.

*Ise, pp. 367-9; Harlan D. Unrau and G. Frank Willis, Administrative History:
Expansion of the NPS in the 1930s (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, 1983),
pp.129if; Lee, pp. 20, 52-60; and Foresta, pp. 43-7.
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. recreation areas were not included in the categories comprising the system proper, but were
relegated to a separate "miscellaneous areas" category for which the secretary had
recreational or other related responsibilities.*?

Based on the recommendations of the Recreational Division of the National
Resources Planning Board, Congress passed the Parks, Parkways and Recreation Act of
1936. The object of the 1936 act was to establish a basis for coordinated planning among
agencies responsible for park and recreation developments at all levels of government. [t
eventually would have an important role in expanding and broadening the national park
system. Moreover, the act would establish the NPS as the dominant recreation planning
agency at the national level and as a major leader and participant in planning at both the
state and local levels. Its recommendations addressed current and future recreational needs

. and identified areas that should be conserved for their exceptional "scenic, historic, or
educational value."*

Under the authority of the act, the NPS initiated collaborative planning programs
with many of the states, including Wisconsin. The Wisconsin effort resulted in the first truly

comprehensive recreation plan for the state. Recommendations were made for a state

L ee, pp. 62-3.

*Ise, p. 367; National Park Service, A Study of the Park and Recreation Probilem of the
United States (Washington, D.C.: US. Government Printing Office, 1941), p. v; U.S.

Department of the Interior, Memorandum for the Press, February 9, 1938, 601-11; Unrau

. and Willis, p. 122,

153



historic site on Madeline Isiand and the investigation of a state park on one or more of the
istands.*”

The final NPS report for the nation, published in 1941, emphasized the "paramount
need” for public recreatidn facilities within reach of urban populations.* It recommended
facilities ranging from playgrounds to expansive natural settings for vacation use, as well as
highways improved by scenic protection and waysides to connect urban and rural regions.
The focus, however, as Director Arno Cammerer had stated at the outset, was to bring
recreational opportunities to large populations: "Use of recreational areas is a social activity,
and the basis of all social activity is people. Around people -- populations -- all recreational
planning should center.™’

The role of the federal agencies was primarily to provide recreational facilities on
federal lands in the eastern portion of the United States. The report envisioned that the
NPS would continue to develop recreation demonstration areas to provide vacation areas
close to large population centers. The report also recommended that the NPS be involved
in planning a national parkway system and the public acquisition of at least ten percent of
the nation’s shorelines, including the shorelines of the Great Lakes, although the report did

not identify the level of government that should accomplish this task.**

**Wisconsin Planning Board, A Park, Parkway and Recreation Area Plan, January 1938,
pp. 59-62.

**National Park Service, A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem, p. 122,

*U.S. Department of the Interior memorandum for the press, February 9, 1938.

“*National Park Service, A Study of the Park and Recreation Problem, pp. 125-6.
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Existing and proposed federal, state, and local recreational areas were identified for
each state. The only federal proposal involving Wisconsin was a Mississippi River National
Parkway. (The 1939 Wisconsin State Planning Board report contained a recommendation
for a state parkway along the Mississippi and St. Croix rivers,) Other than Isle Royale
National Park, this proposed national parkway would have been the first significant incursion
of the NPS into mid-America. The proposed parkway was to run from the headwaters of
the Mississippi River in Itasca State Park in Minnesota to the Gulif of Mexico. Nine of the
ten states bordering ihe river sponsored the proposal and each appointed a parkway
planning commission. By 1940, six states had enacted legislation enabling them to cooperate
with the federal government in parkway planning and development, and bills in Congress
authorized a survey to determine a suitable route for the parkway. However, although the
NPS favored the bilis in principle, it believed that action should await the formulation of
a national plan for parkways. World War II intervened in the process as well. The states
picked up on the idea after the war and several have designated a "Great River Road" along
the Mississippi River.*

The report was careful to point out that the federal role should be limited to areas
of truly national significance. It recommended the creation of a state monument at Sleeping
Bear Dunes in Michigan and reiterated the earlier recommendation for a state park in the

Apostle Islands. No recommendations were made for the area that would eventually

¥Unrau, pp. 126-7.
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become Voyageurs National Park in Minnesota, or for the Upper Peninsula of Michigan,
where a national lakeshore would eventually be established.”

The report took an inconsistent position on the role of the National Park Service in
providing recreation and in coordination and planning. On the one hand it declared that
the dominant role of the NPS "has been refreshment ﬁf mind and spirit; that purpose could
be accomi)lishcd with the utmost satisfaction only if the inspirational qualities of the areas
it administered, whether based on natural scenery, or scientific, historic or pre-historic
values, were safeguarded to the utmost; and that the provision of physical recreation was
permissible only to the extent that it did not impair those qualities."' On the other hand,
it also concluded that "if any existing agency is charged with coordination of all Federal
activities in this field, the National Park Service is the logical choice for the task"’?

While fhe NPS developed its plan and cautiously staked out a claim as the dominant
outdoor recreation planning agency, another federal committee addressed the same issue.
The Technical Committee on Recreation, consisting of eleven agencies including the NPS,
had been created in 1935 as a subcommittee of the Interdepartmental Committee to
Coordinate Health and Welfare Activities. Its report, submitted in 1937, was characterized

by historians Edwin M. Fitch and John F. Shanklin as "a comprehensive and thoughtful

3°National Park Service, A Study of the Park and Recreatign Problem, pp. 131, 186-92,
266-7.

®'Fitch and Shanklin, p. 52.
*bid., p. 53.
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report, which deserves a high place in the history of federal efforts at recreation

coordination,™*

The ultimate objective was national recreation planning.

Other recommendations included a call for the establishment of a new bureau to
coordinate all federal agency recreation programs, assist state and local governments in
recreation planning, and administer a grant-in-aid recreation program. Although the
committee’s sweeping recommendations were not enacted, they planted the seeds for what
eventually became a Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in the 1960s.**

The final NPS report was released when the U.S. government’s resources were
dedicated to winning World War II. Interior Secretary Harold Ickes, however, anticipated
that the plan might serve a new public works program in a bost-war economy. At the very
least, it would provide a basis for future development of a park and recreation program for
the nation.””® When President Richard M. Nixon signed the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore bill in 1970, the role of the 1936 act in providing the basis for the recreation area
concept as a part of the national park system was acknowledged.” Ronald F. Lee, an
NPS historian, has highlighted the significance of the 1936 act by noting that it initiated four
new types of federal park areas -- national parkways, national recreation areas, national

seashores, and recreation demonstration areas. Between 1933 and 1964, four national

parkways, two recreation demonstration areas, five reservoir-related recreation areas, and

bid., p. 54.
Mbid., pp. 53-6.

**Harold L. Ickes, Supplemental Foreword in A Study of the Park and Recreational
Problem of the United States, February 10, 1942,

%¢U.S. Department of the Interior news release, October 25, 1970.
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four national seashores were added to the system.’

Fifteen years later, the NPS would
again initiate comprehensive surveys for a new version of a national outdoor recreation plan.

National Seashores and Lakeshores

All of the national recreation areas established in the 1930s were a marriage of
conservation, economic, and public recreation interests. In most cases, conservation meant
the enhancement of the existing environment for recreational and aesthetic purposes rather
than the protection of natural areas in a pristine condition. However, the National Park
Service’s involvement in national seashores shifted the focus. Although public recreation
was the rﬁbric under which shorelines were considered for national designation, the
motivating factor in the 1930s was a desire to protect large coastal expanses.

Shoreline property development was big business in Florida and along the Gulf Coast
during the 1920s, and although the boom slowed during the Great Depression, the razed
dunes along these coasts presaged the eventual loss of most of the nation’s pristine
shorelines.™ Secretary Ickes expressed the feeling of urgency behind NPS action:

When we have reached the point that 2 nation of 125,000,000 people cannot

set foot upon the thousands of miles of beaches that border the Atlantic and

Pacific Oceans, except by permission of those who monopolize the ocean

front, then I say it is the prerogative and the duty of the Federal and State

Governments to step in and acquire, not a swimming beach here and there,
but solid blocks of ocean front hundreds of miles in length.**

*’Lee, pp. 52-3.

**Conrad Wirth, Parks, Politics, and the People (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,
1980), p. 192.

*Quoted in Ise, pp. 426-7.
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With public works planning and development funds available, the National Park
Service initiated surveys of the nation’s shorelines to identify both exceptional areas that
might be added to the national park system and other outstanding areas that would meet
state recreational needs. The Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, Pacific, and Great Lakes coasts were
surveyed between 1934 and 1937. The final report recommended that twelve segments of
Atlantic and gulf shorelines, totaling 4,327 miles of beaches, be considered as seashore units
of the national park system and that another thirty areas be preserved as state parks. No
mention was made of NPS involvement in the Great Lakes region.*

The 1937 authorizing legislation for Cape Hatteras, the only seashore authorized in
this period, gave the NPS a new type of area, and it had a strong preservation emphasis.
Local commercial fishermen retained the right to fish waters within the national seashore,
and the act was amended in the 1941 by redesignating the area as a "national seashore
recreational area” to permit limited hunting under carefully prescribed limits.* These
activities, prohibited in national parks, were authorized in all subsequent legistation for
national seashores and lakeshores, including the Apostle Islands. In fact, had it not been
for the hunting and fishing (both sports and commercial) precedent, the Apostle Islands
proposal, in its original form, would not have been politically feasible.?

Park service planners had a difficult time delineating boundaries for Cape Hatteras.

Seven small communities on the outer banks in Pamlico Sound were eventuaily excluded to

%Unrau, p. 156.
“Ibid., pp. 158-9.

*?See Chapters Eight and Nine for a discussion of these activities and the debate over
whether or not the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore should be a national park.
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avoid a political uproar. The area was divided into "seven or eight” sections for planning
purposes. The local newspaper printed detailed maps and, with the exception of vociferous
opposition from employees of waterfowl hunting clubs, gained community approval.*

Other provisions for the use and development of Cape Hatteras were spelled out in
a policy statement formulated by the NPS to guide planning for the cape and other shoreline
areas. The main provisions were 1) a seashore was primarily a recreation area and should
include ample shoreline for all types of beach recreation; 2) boundaries should “reach back
into the hinterlands” to include adjacent lands important for scientific, historical, or scenic
purposes; 3) lands needed for both administration and protection of the recreational or
other primary values of the area should be included in the unit; and 4) seashores should be
developed and operated in accord with "normal national park standards with the
understanding that recreational pursuits shall be emphasized to provide activities in as broad
a field as is consistent with the preservation of the area." Recreational fishing, boating, and
aircraft landings would be permitted in designated areas when such activities did not
"conflict with other factors of greater importance” and were consistent with "the interests of
wildlife or proper development and use of the area.”*

This policy statement went beyond the more pragmatic philosophy underlying the
"emergency conservation” projects. Seashores would preserve scientific and historical values

by acquiring adjacent lands with important natural and cultural features; they would even

*Wirth, pp. 192-3.

*National Park Service, Prospectus of Cape Hatteras National Seashore, March 1938,
pp. 1-2, quoted in Unrau, pp. 157-8.

160




include "buffer zones” of land or water as necessary to protect wildlife, scenic qualities, or
recreational potential. Although seashore development would emphasize recreation and
allow some uses prohibited in national parks, these uses had to be compatible with the
preservation of the area.

The tensions between preservation and public use implied in the National Park
Service’s Organic Act (1916) were writ large in the Cape Hatteras Prospectus and would
influence in a significant way subsequent policy decisions regarding national recreation areas
such as seashores and lakeshores. Although Cape Hatteras was the only seashore
authorized by Congress before World War II interrupted the program, the NPS would not
lose sight of its goal to place significant portions of shoreline into the public domain.

The Cape Hatteras act did, however, contain an almost fatal flaw. The language
stated that the landl had to be given at no cost to the NPS before the area could be
established. Sixteen years would pass before this occurred, and encroachments within the
original boundary necessitated some land deletions. A combination of state and foundation
money for land purchases finally allowed establishment on January 12, 1953.3%

Almost a quarter of a century would pass before Congress again considered national
seashores. When it did, it created the Cape Cod National Seashore in 1961 and established
significant precedeats for future national lakeshores and seashores. NPS Director Conrad
Wirth summed it up:

The legislation proved to be a milestone in the history of the National Park

System, because Congress created a precedent by authorizing federal funding
to buy the necessary land and all such bills passed by the Congress since then

*Shankland, Steve Mather, pp. 333-4.
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have authorized appropriations for land purchases. Until then legislation ...

had required that the lands be either federally owned or given to the

government. It was what we often called the beg, borrow, or steal system,>®

In contrast to Cape Hatteras, where villages were excluded from the boundary, Cape
Cod used an innovative new approach. It included the settlements on the cape within
seashore boundaries but prevented the interior secretary from acquiring land as long as a
local zoning ordinance was in effect that met the secretary’s standards. Historian Ronald
F. Lee declared, "The provision resolved serious problems of conflict between long-settled
private owners, the historic towns and the federal government and helped stabilize the
landscape without the forced resettlement of numerous families.”*” Owners of improved
property outside of the towns had several options. They could 1) sell their property
immediately; 2) sell the property and retain a right of use and occupancy for twenty-five
years with a right of assignment; or 3) sell the land but retain the use of the property for
life. Cape Cod also created an important precedent for parallel provisions for other
seashores and lakeshores.®® The options provided land owners on Cape Cod were also
incorporated in the Apostle Islands act. The zoning provision, known as the "Cape Cod
formula," was considered during the debates on the lakeshore, but, for reasons explained in
Chapter Ten, was not used.

By the late 1950s, the NPS had turned its energies from expansion to remedying the

critical need for facilities and visitor services in existing national parks. Under Conrad

¥ Wirth, p. 198.
*'Lee, pp. 58-9; Foresta, pp. 238-9.
**Ibid.
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Wirth’s direction, "Mission 66" was launched with the same vigor that once fueled the CCC
program. The NPS’s involvement in national recreation planning and state cooperation had
already dwindled during the post-war years, when the agency suffered from insufficient
appropriations and indecisive leadership.*® Now those "peripheral" responsibilities were
put on a-back burner while the NPS undertook major rehabilitation and development
projects in the national parks.””

Wirth was enormously successful in achieving his "Mission 66" objectives.
Appropriations climbed steadily through the years: 549 millien for fiscal year 1956, and $68
million, $76 million and $80 million in 1957, 1958, and 1959, respectively. More than 2,000
miles of national park roads were either built or upgraded, and 114 visitor centers were
built, along with administrative and maintenance facilities and employee housing.*

As a part of the "Mission 66" effort, the NPS resumed its seashore studies. Because
many of the areas proposed as national seashores in the 1930s were now lost to private
development, comprehensive surveys were undertaken for a second time, initially through
private funding and later with "Mission 66" funds.*™

Four studies were published:

1. Our Vanishing Shoreline (1955);

*A weak Federal Interagency Committee on Recreation had functioned from 1946 to
the early 1960s, but it did little to solve the problem of coordination or to deal with
burgeoning outdoor recreation needs (Fitch, pp. 57-9).

M Foresta, p. 63.
bid., pp. 53-4.
2Wirth, pp. 196-7.
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2. A Report on the Seashore Recreation Survey of the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts
(1955);

3. Qur Fourth Shore: Great Lakes Shoreline Recreation Area Survey (1959); and

4. Pacific Coast Recreation Area Survey (1959).
Wirth was justly proud:

Admittedly 1 take pride in pointing out that the shoreline preservation

program sprouted from the NPS-CCC program of the 1930s and came into full

bloom in the Mission 66 period in the late fifties and early sixties. Perhaps

more importantly is the fact that the shoreline program set the policy for the

Park Service to assume its full responsibilities as defined by Congress, which

backed the program by providing legislative assurance of proper funding.””

He gave great credit to supporters in Congress, especially Wayne N. Aspinall, a Colorado
Democrat who chaired the House Interior Committee, and Pennsylvania Republican John
P. Saylor. Both of them would subsequently become key decision makers on the Apostle
Islands. (The significance of the "Fourth Shore" studies to the lakeshore and a system of
"parks" in the northern Great Lakes region is discussed further in Chapter Eight.)

To bring order into an increasingly complex and undifferentiated National Park
Service, the new director, George B. Hartzog, Jr., drafted a 1964 memorandum for Secretary
Stewart L. Udall’s signature, instituting a new organizational framework. It was a major step
in the evolution of the system. Hartzog’s memorandum stated:

It is clear that Congress had included within the growing system, three

different categories of areas -- natural, historical and recreational.... A single

broad management concept encompassing these three categories of areas

within the system is inadequate either for their proper preservation or for

realization of their full potential for public use as embodied in the expressions
of Congressional policy. Each of these categories requires a separate

Mbid, p. 200.
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. management concept and a separate set of management principles
coordinated to form one organic management plan for the entire system.>™

- Lee described this innovation:

The reorganization of 1964 prepared the way for Congress to replace the 1953
definition of the National Park System [which had related recreation areas to
a category called "miscellaneous areas”] with a revised concept. For the first
time it clearly and unequivocally established recreation areas as one of the
three segments of the National Park System. Furthermore, it had the
tremendous merit of differentiating recreation areas from natural areas. By
this means, some of the earlier concern that identical policies might govern
both natural and recreation areas was dissipated.’”

Hartzog, in a 1985 interview with Kathieen Lidfors, reflected on how these changes
were made. Lidfors summed it up:

Secretary Udall and Hartzog were forced into developing new policies for
recreational areas because traditional NPS policies of no hunting and of the
demand to acquire land in fee were great obstacles in establishing Ozarks, the
first breakthrough in these kind of areas. Ozarks residents responded to fee

. “taking” as originally proposed and the no-hunting policy by mobilizing the
[International Association of Fish and Game Commissioners} against the NPS.
There had been some previous skirmishes in Yosemite and Yellowstone, but
they "bombed us on Ozarks." Ultimately a deal was worked out to allow
hunting ... and scenic easements were purchased in lieu of fee. The NPS had
experimented with easements in Natchez Trace Parkway, but that approach
was really worked out with Qzarks....

In response to "pressures” from the Bureau of Recreation (BOR) and the
lessons of Ozarks, Hartzog looked for a workable management approach: ..
policies should recognize what each area was set up for, whether for natural,
historical or recreational purposes... (Bob Coats, NPS chief of policy analysis,
came up with the original three-part concept). Hartzog liked the idea
immediately... He set up a task force to implement the new concepts but
they dragged their feet and didn’t come up with the results. One weekend
Hartzog went home and drafted three sets of policies.... "I can type as well as

"Quoted in Lee, p. 61.

*Ibid., p. 62-3; see also George B. Hartzog, Jr., Battlmg for the National Parks (Mt.
. Kisco: Moyer Bell Limited, 1988), pp. 102-3.
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any secretary the Park Service had working back then." He got his division

chiefs to review them, and the result was the Red Book, Green Book and

Blue Book of NPS management policies.”™

The three publications dealt with administration policies for natural, historical, and
recreation areas.”” The Apostle Islands and all the other national seashores and
lakeshores would now become distinct elements in the national park system. Between 1964
and 1972, twenty new recreation areas, of four types, were added to the system: seashores,
lakeshores (including the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore), reservoirs, and wild and
scenic trails, and scenic riverways {(including the St. Croix-Namekagon and Wolf rivers in
Wisconsin).*”
Recreation Planning and Coordination

Wirth and the NPS addressed seashores and "Mission 66" at the expense of
maintaining formerly strong relationships with states and local units of government. At the
same time, outdoor recreation problems were being felt across the nation. Federal
recreation areas and state and municipal parks -- many with facilities developed in the 1930s
-- were unable to handle the postwar increase in visitors. Additional recreational lands were
needed to serve the nation’s increasingly mobile and middle-class population. Further, cities
were expanding without adequate land-use planning, and open spaces were rapidly

disappearing.’”

George Hartzog, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 7, 1985.
7Lee, p. 63.
*Ibid., pp. 77-84.

**Foresta, p. 62.

166




The Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources highlighted needs: Visits
to national parks during the 1946-1956 period rose 153 percent; attendance figures at federal
reservoirs increased a dramatic 200 percent in six short years (1952-1958). Projected
increases to the year 2000 for all types of facilities were staggering® Marion Clawson,
an economist with Resources for the Future, a private, non-profit research organization,

called it a crisis in a widely publicized series of thoughtful articles in American Forests.®

In lieu of turning to the NPS for advice on burgeoning increases, Congress in 1958
established the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC) to study what
was perceived to be a national crisis in outdoor recreation®? Early in 1962, ORRRC
reported to the president and Congress, supporting their recommendations with a 246-page
summary report and twenty-seven study reports,*

One report, Federal Agencies and Outdoor Recreation, reported that ten federal land
and water managing agencies had major involvement with outdoor recreation, and that

another eight had a "peripheral interest.” As many as 450 million visitors came to federally

*Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources, Water Resources Activities
in the United States: Water Recreation Needs in the United States, 1960-2000, Committee
Print No. 17 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 111

*'Marion Clawson, The Crisis in Qutdoor Recreation, reprinted from American Forests
{(Washington, D.C.: Resources for the Future, March-April, 1959).

¥ ee, p. 60.

*Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Qutdoor Recreation for America,
Washington, D.C., January 31, 1962.
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managed, operated, or licensed facilities for recreational purposes, yet no federal agency had
recreation as its primary mandate. As one official put it, "This thing is rolling over us.™

Recognizing the lack of coordination between federal and state agencies, the
sometimes conflicting allegiances of each, the waste from duplicated efforts, and the absence
of clear national goals, the ORRRC report concluded that either a reorganization of
responsibilities was needed within existing agencies, or a separate agency should be
established to coordinate federal outdoor recreation programs and activities.™ Although
the National Park Service contended that it had first claim as the federal recreation
coordinator, many of the agency’s constituents opposed its involvement in recreation. Park
supporters feared compromises in the NPS’s preservation commitment would lead to parks
being made into playgrounds. Recreationists, on the other hand, questioned whether the
park service could truly manage for recreational use, or whether playgrounds might be made
into parks.® Perhaps more important, however, was the erosion of the NPS’s leadership
and political support in the public recreation arena during the post-war years. By the time

the ORRRC was established, it found a "lack of anything resembling a national recreation

3% Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Federal Agencies and Outdoor
Recreation (A Report to the ORRRC by the Frederic Burk Foundation for Education, San
Francisco State College), ORRRC Report 13 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1962), pp. viii-ix, 1.
®Tbid., p. 68.

®¥Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Federal Agencies and Outdoor
Recreation, p. 35.
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policy™ NPS’s momentum, generated by the 1930s Emergency Conservation Act
programs and the 1936 Parks, Parkways & Recreation Act had been lost.

In spite of the park service’s problems, however, the reorganization of existing
agencies would have been extremely difficult for bureaucratic and political reasons. In its
summary report, ORRRC recommended the establishment of a separate agency to
coordinate federal agency recreation programs and to take the lead in national outdoor
recreation planning. Although the NPS continued to argue that it should be the dominant
recreation coordination and planning agency, three powerful individuals stood in its way:
Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall, Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman, and John
Carver, Jr., a former congressional aide to Senator Frank Church of Idaho who had been
appointed assistant secretary for public land management. Historians Fitch and Shanklin
noted that "the odds against the Park Service had become prohibitive and ... there could be
no alternative to their somewhat grudging surrender'® A few months after the ORRRC
report had been submitted, Udall established the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR)
within the Department of the Interior and transferred the longstanding NPS responsibilities
for the formulation of national outdoor recreation and coordination with the states to the
new bureau. In May 1963, Congress passed organic legislation confirming the
responsibilities of the BOR. Although the act did not identify the bureau, the recreation

authorities and functions enumerated were made the responsibility of the secretary of the

*bid., p. 1.
®Fitch and Shanklin, p. 81.
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interior, who in turn delegated them to the BOR™ Within the bureau, a Division of
Resource Area Studies was established with primary responsibilities for planning land and
water areas proposed as national recreation areas, national seashores and lakeshores,
national wild and scenic rivers, and national trails. A year later, BOR’s power would
increase enormously with the passage of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LAWCON), a grant-in-aid program to states and local units of government and a pot of
dollars earmarked for federal acquisition of recreational lands. BOR was to administer the
program,”!

Tucked away in the large Interior Department bureaucracy, with the responsibility
of coordinating federal agencies, a new bureau could have been in a relatively weak position
1o meet its responsibilities. To deal with the potential weakness, President John F. Kennedy
formed a Recreation Advisory Council. Composed of the secretaries of the interior,
agriculture, defense, commerce and health, education and welfare, along with the
administrator of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, the council was charged with
coordinating federal outdoor recreation activities. BOR would, in effect, serve as staff to
the council.®® Moreover, the director of BOR was appointed chairman of the staff of the

council, which in effect permitted him to act independently of the interior secretary and

*¥Ibid., pp. 86-91.

*Ibid., pp. 100-1.

] ee, p. 60; Foresta, p. 63-4, 173.
] ee, pp. 76-7.
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increased his powers to influence coordination and planning functions.*® The strong
political base established by the NPS in the 1930s had eroded so badly that ORRRC and
Udall could easily set this new agency in place. Congress concurred. Instead of staffing
BOR with NPS people, Udall selected a high-ranking official from the U.S. Forest Service,
Edward P. Crafts,™ as director. Crafts in turn did not go to the NPS when filling his top
positions.*

The first policy decision of the council was the adoption in 1963 of "Policy Circular
No. 1," which established criteria for new national recreation areas (including seashores and
lakeshores).*® In line with ORRRC recommendations, the circular envisioned a limited
role for the federal government in the establishment of new recreation areas. States and
local units of government were expected to meet most of the needs of the American people
for outdoor recreation. National recreation areas were to be spacious, with a high
recreation carrying capacity, and with natural endowments greater than those normally
associated with state projects, but less significant than the unique scenic and historic

elements represented in the national park system.”™ "Policy Circular No. 1" would play

*Fitch and Shanklin, p. 66.

*Edward P. Crafts had substantial Washington experience, knew Congress and would
effectively organize a new agency. Eventually he would support an Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore and other Nelson initiatives affecting Wisconsin, such as the St. Croix-
Namekagon National Wild and Scenic River.

®Foresta, p. 64.

PRecreation Advisory Council, Federal Executive Branch Policy Governing the
Selection, Establishment, and Administration of National Recreation Areas, R.A.C. Circular
No. I, Washington, D.C., March 26, 1963.

¥ ee, p. 77.
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a significant role in obtaining Interior Department approval of the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore and other lakeshores on the Great Lakes.

These steps -- the establishment of BOR, the Recreation Advisory Council,
LAWCON funding, the appointment of Crafts, and the adoption of "Policy Circular No.-I"
-- would make an Apostle Islands National Lakeshore a real possibility. On the other hand,
a new set of hurdles that would substantially slow lakeshore planning would now have to be
cleared. Four years would pass after the adoption of "Policy Circular No. 1" before the

Department of the Interior would formally endorse the lakeshore.
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. CHAPTER SIX

AN APOSTLE ISLANDS PARK: EARLY FEDERAL AND STATE PROPOSALS

Introduction
When Congress authorized the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore in 1970, it
crowned the efforts of many individuals and groups who, over a period of forty years, had

sought to establish a park or a monument in the area. As early as 1891 the Ashland Daily

Press proposed a national park for the Apostle Islands.® However, it was not until the
late 1920s that local groups, pressed by economic need, organized tc promote the
establishment of a park. The economic picture was grim throughout the Apostle Islands
region. The last sawmill had shut down in 1924, as had the Ashland blast furnace. The
luxury ratlroad hotels in Bayfield and Ashland had been torn down, and few tourists in
. automobiles made their way as far north as the peninsula. This local economic decline
would only be intensified by the onset of the Great Depression.
Given the region’s relatively long history of tourism, it was logical that the business
community would turn to the recreational potential of the islands and peninsula -- lands now
‘depleted of extractable resources -- for future economic development. During 1927 and
1928, a series of local organizations formed to promote the Chequamegon Bay and south
shore area. The first of these was a local chapter of the state-wide "Lucky 13" organization,

which promoted tourism along Wisconsin Highway 13 from the south-central portion of the

**Warren Bielenberg, "The Apostle Isiands National Lakeshore: History of Development
g p p

and the Research Base for Planning," Northland: Journal of the Sigurd Olson Institute for
Environmental Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2, 1976, p. 8.
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state to the northern tip. This group participated in the 1928 Chicago Outdoor Show,
printing 100,000 circulars to tout the recreational advantages of Bayfield and the Apostle
Islands.

The efforts of the "Lucky 13" group were joined by a new Bayfield Booster Club,
which soon constituted itself as a chamber of commerce. However, it was President Calvin
Coolidge’s vacation in the area during August 1928 that gave impetus to what would become
a local national park movement.

President Calvin Coolidge Visits the Apostle Islands

In the months before Coolidge’s visit, the press bubbled with hopes to make
Madeline Island a summer White House. The President, however, bypassed the offer of the
Old Mission or the Eimore home as "the summer capital of the U. 8." in favor of the large
summer home of William Clay Pierce on the Brule River” He did visit the Apostle
Islands briefly during his stay. Hosted by Frank Woods of Lincoln, Nebraska, the president
cruised the archipelago, enjoyed a picnic on Devils Island, and toured the historic Indian

and fur-trade sites on Madeline Island.

The National Park Service is Authorized to Study the Apostle Islands for a National Park

In October the Brule Tri-County Association, with representatives from Douglas,
Bayfield and Ashland counties, organized to "capitalize on President Coolidge’s summer visit

here.™® Three months later the association launched a project "to obtain a national park

*Bayfield County Press, March 18, 1927.

““Bayfield County Press, November 22, 1928,
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. on one of the Apostle Islands."® To this end, the association appointed a committee to
investigate the availability of land and requested that its congressman, Hubert H. Peavey,
introduce legislation to authorize a national park.

Since neither the congressman nor his constituents had a very clear notion of
National Park Service procedures for establishing national parks, Peavey wrote to the
director to make preliminary inquiries. In his response of January 19, 1929, Acting Director
Arno B. Cammerer outlined the requirements for a national park: the area must 1) "be of
outstanding scenic quality, examples of unusual natural phenomena or extraordinary resuits
of such phenomena, or of unusual historical or scientific interest"”; 2) “contain a minimum
of privately owned land"; 3) "be of sufficient size to allow the development of tourist
facilities on a large and comprehensive scale”; and 4) "not duplicate the major characteristics

. of any existing national park.” Cammerer summarized the philosophy of the Department
of the Interior, stating that “"each national park created should be a unique example of its
kind, should be of national interest, and capable of broad comprehensive development for
national use.™®

Regarding procedure, Cammerer advised Peavey that if the area seemed to meet
these criteria, the congressman might introduce legislation to establish a park. The

Department of the Interior would report on the bill, and "if provisions were made for the

“1Bayfield County Press, January 31, 1929,

“’Arno B. Cammerer, letter to Hubert H. Peavey, January 19, 1929, Records of the
National Park Service, Record Group 79 (Proposed Parks, 0-32, Apostle Islands), National
. Archives, Washington, D.C.
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necessary expenses of inspection,"” the NPS would investigate the site and report to the
department concerning its potential as a national park.*
Mr. Peavey expressed his thoughts on this guidance in an open letter to the Ashland

Daily Press:

1 have studied this matter over quite carefully, and it occurs to me that the

requirement set forth by the Department would preclude the establishment

of a park on any of the Apostle group unless it would be Madeline

Island...*®
He reasoned that Madeline Island was the only island with historical and scenic features
important enough to warrant national park status. In addition, Madeline Island had the
advantage of proximity to shoreline communities and commercial functions, and it was much
larger than the other islands. Peavey reiterated that it would be necessary to determine
whether a sizeable portion of the island, including the areas of historical significance, could
be made available for park purposes.

In the months that followed, local organizations began to gather information and
raise funds to support legislation. The Brule Tri-County Association named a committee
comprised of John B. Chapple, editor of the Ashland Daily Press; Glenn F. Scott, editor of

the Bayfield County Press; and Ludwig Trammal, Bayfield county clerk, to oversee the

project. One of their tasks was to seek the support of some of the prominent Madeline

“3At this time the National Park Service did not request appropriations for new area
studies.

“Cammerer, letter to Peavey, January 19, 1929.

“Ashland Daily Press, January 31, 1929.
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Island property owners, particularly George and Frank Woods of Lincoln, Nebraska, and
Hunter L. Gary and his wife of Kansas City.

The support of these individuals would have been critical to the project. It was the
opinion of Charles Sheridan, a local newspaper man and one of the leading park promoters
who eventually went to Washington to testify for the park bill, that this support was never
forthcoming. He later said, "On the surface they favored the park because they knew peopie
around here favored it, but ’m sure that underneath they didn’t like it at all. And I'm sure
that they did whatever they could to stop it.... They were wealthy people and wanted to
keep that as sort of a private refuge...."*®

Congressman Peavey certainly understood the realities of the situation. When he was
advised that if Congress followed its own precedents, private lands would have to be
conveyed to the government without cost, Peavey "frankly admitted that this would be a very
difficult obstacle to overcome," according to newspaperman Sheridan.®’ Nonetheless when
the bill came up before Congress, George Woods wrote a letter of support to the local
committee and promised to use his influence to support the bill’s passage.*®

By November, Horace Albright, director of the National Park Service, had been fully

apprised of the project. A memorandum to Albright from his assistant, W. B. Lewis,

“*Charles M. Sheridan, interviewed by Lawrence Rakestraw, March 14, 1975. In
Rakestraw, "Forest and Cultural History in Apostle Islands and Pictured Rocks National
Lakeshores, Lake Superior,” Michigan Technological University, report to the National Park
Service, 1975, pp. 59-72.

W .B. Lewis, memorandum to Horace Albright, November 26, 1929, Records of the
National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington D.C.

“Bayfield County Press, February 13, 1930.
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summarizes the ownership status and development on Madeline Island and informs him that
Bayfield and Ashland counties had appropriated funds to assist in the government’s study
of the project. Lewis reported that Congressman Peavey viewed about half of Madeline
Island and perhaps two or three other isiands as candidates for the park.*”

Lewis, in conversation with Peavey, had encouraged him to hold off on special
legislation and allow the NPS to study this proposed area, along with several others, in the
new fiscal year beginning July 1, 1930. Lewis informed Albright that Peavey "seemed to
think better of the idea of introducing a special bill" so thaf the study could be made early
in the next session.*’

The first year of activity on the project closed with a banquet at the Du Pont Club
in Washburn. Officials of the Omaha and Soo railroads attended and offered their support
and assistance. Congressman Peavey summarized the year’s progress, and a new committee
was appointed to oversee readying the park proposal for the ongoing session of Congress.

Peavey’s bill, "To authorize investigation and report on proposed Apostle Islands
National Park," was introduced in the House of Representatives on January 17, 1930, and
referred to the Committee on the Public Lands.* The Interior Department reported

favorably on the bill; NPS Director Horace Albright had recommended only one change,

“Lewis, memorandum to Albright, November 26, 1929.

A bid.
“TH.R. 8763, 71st Congress, 2d session, 1930,
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. which was to delett; the authorization of appropriation of funds to conduct the study, since
funds for this purpose would be available.*?

In northern Wisconsin, park promoters were raising funds and preparing information
for the hearing, including a pamphlet of Apostle Islands history and lore researched and
written by Charles Sheridan® Sheridan and W.B. Koons of Ashland traveled to
Washington in late March to lay their case before the House Committee on the Public
Lands. They emphasized the strategic location of the Apostle Istands, which could become
"a national playground for millions of middle westerners for whom other parks are
inaccessible," as well as the rich history, scenic beauties, and outstanding recreational
opportunities for fishing, boating, and invigorating swimming. Much of this testimony was
included in the commitiee’s final reports.™*

. The bill passed smoothly through both the House and Senate, and on May 9, 1930,
President Herbert C. Hoover signed it into law. The study of the proposed area, along with

several others in the Midwest, would be conducted by Harlan P. Kelsey, a Boston landscape

*“Horace Albright, memorandum to the secretary of the interior, February 1, 1930, in

House Committee on the Public Lands, National Park in Wisconsin: Report to Accompany
H.R. 8763, House Report 997, 7ist Congress, 2d session, 1930.

*CCharles Sheridan, Legends and History of the Apostle Islands, a series of articles
originally published in The Superior Telegram in 1930 and reprinted in The Washburn
Times in 1930 and 1931.

““House Committee on the Public Lands, National Park in Wisconsin: Report 10
Accompany H.R. 8763, pp. 2-3; Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, Proposed

Apostle Islands National Park, Wisconsin: Report to Accompany H.R. 8763, Senate Report

547, T1st Congress, 2d session, 1930, pp. 2-3.
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architect whose abilities were apparently known and trusted by the National Park
Service.*® Director Albright had hoped to use Roger Toll, who often investigated park
proposals, but his duties as superintendent of Yellowstone National Park were too pressing.

Kelsey was asked to inspect several potential national park areas: the Apostle Islands,
the Menominee Reservation in Shawano and Oconto counties in Wisconsin, the Quetico
Provincial Park-Superior National Forest (this to be a confidential report), and, if time
permitted, the upper Mississippi Valley from Minneapolis to Dubuque, Iowa. For his
services, he would be paid twelve dollars per‘dﬁy plus transportation expenses not to exceed
six dollars per day. Additional compensation, Cammerer suggested, was the "three or four
weeks in an unusually beautiful section of the Great Lakes.""

Cammerer himseif was less than enthusiastic about the project. He wrote to Gilbert
Pearson, president of the National Association of Audubon Societies, whom he had hoped
would collaborate with Kelsey:

I don’t suppose either of these (the Apostle Islands and Menominee

Reservation) amounts to a hill of beans, but there is a congressional direction

to investigate the former and a bill passed the House recently to investigate

the latter....*"

The National Park Service Turns Down a National Park in the Apostle Islands

Harlan Kelsey arrived in Bayfield the afternoon of August 6 after a detour to Red

Cliff Bay and a view of the islands from Ole Olsen Hill. The next day he toured the islands

BArno B. Cammerer, memorandum to Harlan P. Kelsey, July 7, 1930, Records of the
National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

“Ibid.
“"Quoted in Sheridan, interviewed by Rakestraw, p. 53.
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. on board the Gary yacht Lamora in the company of Congressman Peavey, the park
committee, and a contingent of prominent local residents and reporters. On the following
day, Kelsey flew over the islands and the Bayfield Peninsula.

At a dinner held in his honor, Kelsey offered his impressions from the first two days
of his visit, He stated that if the government acquired the islands, they would be developed
"to their natural state." He deplored what logging had done to the forest, but felt that
restoration could be accomplished. He noted that the NPS opposed economic development,
permitting only enough services to provide a "playground for the people" to "have recreation
of their own," and
he urged the gathered citizenry to keep working toward establishing "some sort of a national
area here.,"®

. What the local newspaper did not report, but which Kelsey pointed out in his account
to NPS Director Albright, is that he "impressed on all ... the real meaning of national parks
and the extremely high standards that are necessary to have a project endorsed by the
National Park Service." Kelsey noted that no one at the dinner had ever visited a national
park or seemed "to fully realize what is involved in National Park standards."**

During the final three days of his visit, Kelsey visited several islands and toured the

Bayfield Peninsula by automobile. Although he remarked on the sandstone formations and

““Bayfield County Press, August 14, 1930.

*’Harlan P. Kelsey, "Report on Apostle Islands National Park Project: Memorandum
for Mr. Horace M. Albright," January 20, 1931, Records of the National Park Service,
. Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C,, p. 5.
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the scenic qualities of the islands, the tone of his report is dominated by horror at the
effects of logging:

What must have been once a far more striking and characteristic landscape

of dark coniferous original forest growth has been obliterated by the axe

followed by fire. The ecological conditions have been so violently disturbed

that probably never could they be more than remotely reproduced.

From his tour of Outer Island, where the John Schroeder Lumber Company was
working, Kelsey noted that there had been "no attempt at scientific cutting to preserve a
future crop” and that the resultant fires "destroy the few remaining seed trees and burn the
thin soil down to the rocks.™?

Kelsey concluded that "the hand of man has mercilessly destroyed [the islands’] virgin
beauty, and, therefore, a largely controlling element as outstanding national park material
even if other reasons made them eligible.” Even if Isle Royale were not being considered
as a national park, he reported, "this project does not meet National Park Service
standards."*?!

Kelsey’s report adds that, qualifications aside, the establishment of a park in the
Apostle Islands would pose serious problems of administration and use. Kelsey notes that
"reasonably large boats would be required for safe operation of traffic between islands”

because of the violent nature of Lake Superior storms, and that access to the many of the

islands is difficult, if not impossible, for several months of the year. A mainland location

PIhid., p. 7.

“@bid, p. 8.

182




for a headquarters would be required.*” These observations were proven valid years later
when the NPS acquired the area.

Although Kelsey could not recommend national park status for the Apostle Islands,
he found that "Madeline Island and the whole vicinity are rich in historic interest, and the
Islands constitute a fine and possibly unique example of red sandstone geological formation.”
He felt strongly that the area ought to be preserved:

The Apostle Islands have so much inherent beauty and offer such wonderful

possibilities for recreation and as a game and bird refuge, or for the

preduction of forest products, or a combination of these, that it would be a

tragic loss ... if they were further despoiled or left abandoned to individual

exploitation.*”

To this end, Kelsey made some additional recommendations: 1) If the islands could
be obtained free of cost to the government, their historic and scientific qualities would
recommend them as a national monument; 2) the state of Wisconsin could establish a park;
and 3) the area could be designated a national forest. In any case, preservation of some of
the surrounding mainland would be essential to a project involving the islands. These ideas
would be pursued with more or less enthusiasm by a number of state and federal officials
over the next two decades.

The promoters of an Apostle Islands national park were surprised and chagrinned
at Kelsey’s report. Seizing upon the National Park Service’s interest in Isle Royale as the

cause of the Apostle Istands’ rejection, Congressman Peavey wrote an indignant letter of

rebuttal to Director Albright, in which he proposed combining the two areas into a single

“Ibid., p. 9.
“bid,

183




Lake Superior National Park with rail access in Duluth. Ignoring the logging issue, Peavey .
asserted that he was "reliably informed that the only single attraction that Isle Royale
possesses not held by the Apostle Islands is the several hundred moose that live on the
island.” He could not resist adding, “Is it not possible that your inspector got so close to one
of these animals that he was unable to see anything else?"*

Albright’s response was to the point:

The fact of comparative isolation of Isle Royale has resulted in the

conservation of its forest cover and wild life, whereas one of the outstanding

objections to the Apostle Islands project appears to be its denudation of

original forest covering with consequent disappearance of wild life. Cutover

areas do not make a national park.**

Because of the congressman’s great interest in the matter, however, Albright offered

to obtain Roger Toll, superintendent of Yellowstone National Park, for a second

investigation of the area.

The record shows that Conrad Wirth, who was the new assistant director for lands,
objected to the follow-up study. In a memorandum to Director Albright, he asserts that on
the basis of a "very complete" report from Kelsey, "it is very clear that we do not want these

islands as a national park.” He recommended that Toll not visit the area, that a summary

“*Hubert H. Peavey, letter to Horace M. Albright, March 2, 1931, Records of the
National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

““Horace M. Albright, letter to Congressman Hubert H. Peavey, illegible date, Records
of the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C. .
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. be drawn up on the basis of the existing information, and that "we definitely kill this
project,"*¢
Albright responded that although he had the utmost faith in Kelsey, they were on
"insecure ground” since no permanent member of the National Park Service had examined
the area. Roger Toll needed to look at the area again because the congressman "would
never be satisfied with Mr. Kelsey's report alone."?
In the lull between Kelsey’s report and the next investigation, the Wisconsin State
Legislature passed a resolution in support of the national park proposal. From the
perspective of today’s carefully orchestrated park bills, the lack of political coordination in
this effort seems incredibly naive: Assemblyman Robert Nixon of Washburn introduced a
joint resolution to memorialize the secretary of agriculture, the U.S. Forest Service, and
. Congress to establish "a national park embracing all of the Apostle Islands or so many of
them as it may be deemed advisable to acquire."™ The secretary of agriculture found it
necessary to reply to the president of the state senate that national forests are under the

jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, and matters related to national parks must

be taken up with the Department of the Interior.®

“$Conrad L. Wirth, memorandum to the director of the National Park Service, March
21, 1931, Records of the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives,
Washington, D.C.

“’Horace M. Albright, memorandum to Conrad L. Wirth, March 23, 1931, Records of
the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

““Wisconsin State Legislature, Joint Resolution No. 121A, 1931.

“’R.N. Dunlap, letter to Henry A. Huber, June 15, 1931, Records of the National Park
. Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.
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The National Park Service Makes a Second Investigation of the Apostle Islands

In August of 1931, when Toll was still unable to leave Yellowstone, Arno Cammerer,
the associate director of the National Park Service, traveled to Bayfield to investigate the
Apostle Islands. At the banquet concluding his two-day tour, Cammerer explained to the
group of park promoters that "the cutover character of the land was an insurmountable
obstacle to its being considered for a national park."**

Genuinely impressed with the scenic qualities and recreational potential of the
region, however, Cammerer urged the local committee to work toward establishing a state
park "which would be second to none in the country.”" He suggested they might invite the
National Conference on State Parks to hold a meeting in the area to help promote the
project. Although he could not have been unaware of the irony, Cammerer expressed the
hope that as Isle Royale National Park was developed, a steamboat terminus could be

located in one of the towns on Chequamegon Bay, so that future park visitors might come
by way of the Apostle Islands.*
Before Cammerer closed the files on the Apostle Islands project he contacted

Herbert Evison, secretary of the National Conference on State Parks, to point out the area’s

potential as a state park and urge that he consider holding a conference meeting there. His

0 Arno B. Cammerer, "Memorandum for Director Albright covering report on inspection
of the Apostie Islands (Wisconsin) project,” no date, Records of the National Park Service,
Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

“1bid.
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words were prophetic: "This area holds marvelous recreational possibilities for the future,
and in time will come into its own.™”

This was not the end of the matter, however. To trace the convoluted course of the
Apostle Islands park idea through the 1930s, it is important to understand something of the

state and federal parks programs developed out of depression-era legislation.

A _State Park in the Apostle Islands is Recommended

National Park Service Director Stephen Mather initiated federal involvement in state
parks in the 1920s. He had felt increasing pressure to take new areas into the national park
system but resisted any compromise of national park standards. Because dozens of worthy
areas were promoted intensely from the local level, Mather moved to relieve the pressure
on the NPS by organizing a state parks movement. Mather recruited conservationists from
the public and private sectors to work to obtain uniform state park legislation across the
country, thus enabling the creation of a large number of new parks. The National
Conference on State Parks was established in 1921 as an organization that would have NPS
support and cooperation.*”

It was under the New Deal, however, that state parks programs were institutionalized
in the National Park Service. With new responsibilities resulting from the Emergency

Conservation Works legislation in 1933, the agency established two new branches: the

Branch of Forestry and the Branch of Planning and State Cooperation. Conrad Wirth was

“Arno B. Cammerer, letter to Herbert Evison, November 2, 1931, Records of the
National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

““Robert Shankland, Steve Mather of the National Parks, pp. 185-6.
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appointed chief planner, with Herbert Evison, formerly of the National Conference on State
Parks, as assistant. Four -- eventually eight -- district or regional directors administered the
state parks program, supervising the work of the Civilian Conservation Corps and
recommending future projects. The regional offices also assisted states in drafting legislation
for the planning, development, and maintenance of state park systemns.**

In 1934 the state parks movement was further advanced by President Franklin
Roosevelt’s creation of the National Resources Board to study the use of natural resources,
inclﬁding federal and state parks, and related recreational uses. A recreation division of the
board was established in the NPS with George Wright as director. Recommendations of this
division resulted in the Park, Parkway, and Recreation Area Study Act of 1936, which called
for a national plan to assure adequate public park facilities through federal and state
cooperation. The National Park Service would assist other federal agencies and state and
local governments with its specialized knowledge of park planning and development.**

Wisconsin had its own legislation and resulting bureaucracy for administering state
parks programs. The Wisconsin Conservation Act of 1927 established the Wisconsin
Conservation Department, a division of which was responsible for state parks. The
department fell under the oversight of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission, a six-

member board appointed by the governor and charged with long-range policy and program

“*John C. Paige, The Civilian Conservation Corps and the National Park Service, 1933-
1942: An Administrative History (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service, 1985), pp. 42-4.

“SJohn Ise, Qur National Park Policy: A Critical History {Baltimore: Resources for the
Future, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1961), pp. 364-7.
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administration. A separate Regional Planning Committee, which later became the State
Planning Board, coordinated all state efforts with the midwest regional office of the National
Resources Board.

In 1934, in response to National Resources Board direction, the Regional Planning
Committee issued the Wisconsin Regional Plan.*® The plan addressed recreational needs
of the northwest portion of the state (Region A}, which included the Apostle Islands. It
identified a need for an additional 1.5 million acres of state park lands in this region, on the
basis of a desired ratio of ten acres per 1,000 citizens. The plan noted that fifteen percent
of the total acreage in Region A was available for public use, the bulk consisting of forests
and Indian reservations. Regions A, B and C together were identified as "the outstanding
recreational area of the state.... It is a region that far exceeds the recreational needs of its
home population and offers recreational facilities and possibilities for a large ‘vacation

Ll

population.™ However, the plan made no specific recommendations for the Apostie Isiands-
Chequamegon Bay area. In fact, the committee emphasized zoning regulations for this
region rather than new state park proposals.*”

Given the National Park Service’s encouragement of a state park initiative for the
Apostle Islands, the state legislature’s support of the earlier federal park effort, and the local

determination to pursue park or monument designation, the 1934 plan would seem to have

been a logical source for a park recommendation -- especially considering the assistance

**Wisconsin Regional Planning Committee, Wisconsin 1934 Regional Plan: A Study of
Wisconsin, Its Resources, [ts Physical, Social, and Economic Background, First Annual

Report, Natural Resources Board, Madison, Wisconsin, 1934.
“7ibid., pp. 163-4.
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available through federal Emergency Conservation Works programs. However, National

Resources Board programs focused on park development near large population centers, all
of which were in the southern portion of the state. The ingrained resistance of Wisconsin
state government to federal prompting and, possibly, its reluctance to commit resources to
the far north, may also have worked against the Apostle Islands.

Locally, it would appear, efforts to promote the Apostle Islands flagged in the wake
of defeat at the national level. Late in 1934, however, a new local committee had formed
to pursue the establishment of a national monument or state park on Madeline Island and
a state park on Stockton Island (Presque Isle), the second-largest of the Apostles.
Consistent with the recommendations of the regional plan, by the end of 1934 both Bayfield
and Ashland counties had passed zoning ordinances placing all of the islands except

Madeline and most of the northeast coast of the Bayfield Peninsula in a recreation district.

By the spring of 1935, the work of the local organization - led by Charles Sheridan,
who was active in the 1929-31 effort -- had begun to pay off. A letter from Conrad Wirth
to Bernard Gehrmann, the congressman from the seventh district of Wisconsin, indicates
that Gehrmann had renewed inquiries with the National Park Service on behalf of the
Apostle Islands. Although Wirth informed Gehrmann that the status of the area had not
changed, he added:

At the time the investigation was made this area was recommended on its

high recreational value as a state park. This Service believes this area has

excellent possibilities for development into one of the best State recreational
parks in the country.**

Conrad L. Wirth, letter to Bernard J. Gehrmann, House of Representatives, April 2,
1935, Records of the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, .
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. A copy of this letter was sent to Herb Evison in the Branch of Planning and State
Cooperation.

About the same time the state legislature passed a resolution, sponsored by
Representative Melvin Olson of Ashland County, directing the State Conservation
Commission to report on the potential of the Apostle Islands as a state park and to ask the
Department of the Interior, once again, about the possibility of establishing a national park
in the area.*”

In response to the first mandate, Superintendent of Forests and Parks C. L.
Harringtdn fired off ietters of inquiry. From Arno Cammerer, now director, he requested
copies of the National Park Service’s previous studies of the area "as it has occurred to us
that the information you gathered ... might be helpful to us in the investigation that we are

. about to make."® From his district forest ranger in Park Falls, Harrington requested
information about the size, value, tax status, and timber cover of the islands. The tenor of
his letter indicates almost complete ignorance in Madison regarding the subject area. "How

many of these islands are there?” Harrington asks, and adds, "It might also be well if you

could locate some book up there that has a history of the islands...™*

Washington, D.C.
“*Wisconsin State Legislature, Joint Resolution 77A, 1935.

C. L. Harrington, memorandum to the director of the National Park Service,_ May 25,
1935, Records of the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives,
Washington, D.C.

“IC.L. Harrington, letter to John Borkenhagen, district forest ranger, May 27, 1935,
. Wisconsin Conservation Department files, Madison.
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From the National Park Service, Harrington received a copy of Cammerer’s report
and further encouragement to proceed with an Apostle Islands state park.” From District
Ranger Borkenhagen, he received a brief report of acreages and land values.*?

Within a few weeks, the Wisconsin Conservation Commission submitted budget
recommendations to the legislature, should the state proceed to establish a park at Apostle
Islands: $40,000 should be appropriated for land acquisition and $7,500 for the first four
years’ operation, with $4,000 per year, thereafter. The commission intended that the park
be developed as a CCC project, if the National Park Service would authorize it. %

It is almost certain, given the urging of the NPS to proceed, that had the legislature
authorized a state park at the Apostle Islands, full support would have been forthcoming
from the Midwest Region {Region Five) of the Branch of Planning and State Cooperation.
But no bill came forward.

One probable reason the legislature did not act was that the conservation
commission’s recommendation hinged on obtaining a CCC camp to develop the park, and
the state’s powerful superintendent of forests and parks, C. L. Harrington, intensely opposed

federal involvement in state parks and had kept CCC projects out of the state for several

“Conrad L. Wirth, letter to C.L. Harrington, June 18, 1935, Records of the National
Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

. “’John Borkenhagen, memorandum to the director of the Wisconsin Conservation
Department, June S, 1935, Wisconsin Conservation Department files, Madison.

“‘Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, June I8, 1935, Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources central files, Madison.

192




. years.*  Another reason can be found in the second part of the commission’s
recommendations to the legislature, which focused on an "opportunity” to establish a state |
park "of reasonable size and at a good location on the east shore of Lake Winnebago” in
the central portion of the state.**

At the same time, the Wisconsin Conservation Commission responded 1o the second
mandate of the legislature’s joint resolution directing it to communicate with the Interior
Department on the matter of a national park. The commission’s report was pro forma only,
since the department was fully aware of the NPS’s position.*” Yet the commission did
recommend advising the Department of the Interior that the Apostle Islands "are available
for National Park purposes if they are found to meet the standards ... for the establishment
of such park areas."® The department’s response was predictable: It referred to the

. earlier findings and recommended a state park.*’

“Carol Ahlgren, "The Civilian Conservation Corps and Wisconsin State Park
Development,” Wisconsin Magazine of History, 71 (3), Spring 1988, pp. 184-204.

“Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, June 18, 1935, (In fact, High CIiff State
Park on Lake Winnebago was not established until the 1950s; however, Kettle Moraine
State Forest was established in 1939 and was the focus of major state forest funding.)

“'C.L. Harrington, memorandum to Conrad L. Wirth, June 20, 1935, Wisconsin
Conservation Department files, Madison.

“Wisconsin Conservation Commission, "A Report on the desirability of the Apostle
islands in Lake Superior for National Park purposes, pursuant to Joint Resolution 77A of
the Wisconsin Legislature,” June 20, 1935, Records of the National Park Service, Record
Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.

*YH.W. MacKenzie, letter to Harold L. Ickes, June 20, 1935, Wisconsin Conservation
Department files, Madison; T.A. Walters, letter to MacKenzie, July I, 1935, Records of the
. National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.
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The National Park Service Makes a Third Investigation of the Apostle Islands

It is not clear why, sometime in the next few months, Region Five of the Branch of
Planning and State Cooperation again investigated the Apostle Islands for a national park.
Perhaps, as a courtesy to the state of Wisconsin, the Interior Department forwarded the
joint resolution and report to the NPS for action, despite Secretary Ickes’ stated position
that the matter was closed. Or the Apostle Islands may have been re-examined in the
context of the mid-1930s national seashore studies, which were conducted through the state
offices. Ickes’ emphasis on recreation and shorelines would suggest this is the case.

The perceptions of G.M. Lamb, an NPS official who inspected the area, differed from
those of Kelsey and Cammerer. Lamb found the surfaces of the Apostle Islands generally
uninteresting because of their low- topography and lack of streams. Although his
descriptions suggested that the forest cover was inferior, he did not treat the effects of
logging as a major factor in his recommendations, except to say that if a national park were
established, logging must stop. Lamb was primarily concerned with the recreational
potential of the area. For him the chief attraction was the shoreline: "From the water [the
islands) are intensely scenic and a boat trip among [them] is delightful as well as instructive.”
Lamb acknowledged that the islands "might be suitable for recommendation as a national

park" and even claimed that "probably no similar area may be found in the United

States.™*

**G.N. Lamb, "Report of Investigation of Proposed National Parks, Apostle Islands

National Park,” no date, National Park Service, p. 4; "Proposed National Parks and
Monuments,” no date, p. 2.
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Yet the report recommended that a national park not be established for two principal
reasons: 1) there was no danger of the shorelines being "compromised by exploitation,” and
2) the area was not located near a metropolitan center of population.® In the same
report, Lamb noted numerous commercial fishing operations on the islands, continued
logging, and the potential for national use of summer cottages and tourist accommodations.
He also reported that existing means of access to the Apostle Islands included four
railroads, two state and two federal highways, and the Great Lakes waterway. He estimated
the population within a radius of 200 miles at 1,224,800 -- which probably included
Minneapolis and St. Paul, but excluded Madison, Milwaukee and Chicago, which lay within
another day’s drive.

Today it is evident that all the elements were present in 1935 for both the destruction
of the Apostle Islands’ scenic qualities through shoreline development and an explosion of
recreational use by midwestern urban dwellers. Lamb’s investigation, however, took place
in the lull between the era of luxury tourism and industrial boom and the coming wave of
automobile tourism and recreational boating. Moreover, Lamb would have seen indications
of general economic and population decline in the northern portion of the state, which
lagged behind other regions in recovering from the depression. Equally important, as an
engineer in Region Five’s State Conservation Work Branch, Lamb’s assessment of the

Apostle Islands would have been colored by the Emergency Conservation Works Act and

“IPaul V. Brown, letter to National Park Service Branch of Planning and State
Cooperation, January 11, 1936, Records of the National Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-
32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.
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the National Resources Board’s emphasis on recreational facilities for large, urban
populations.

That recreation, and not conservation, was the primary consideration in Lamb’s
assessment is evident in his additional reasons for his recommendation against a national
park: the water was too cold for swimming, the inconvenience of getting to the islands from
the mainland would inhibit recreational use, Lake Superior was too hazardous for small
boats or canoes, and the recreational value of the islands was limited by short summers.**

Although Harlan Kelsey had originally urged that some of the Bayfield Peninsula be
included if a national park were established, Lamb went further, stating that the public
would benefit more from the acquisition of the mainland than of the islands. He
recommended setting aside at least twenty miles of coastline reaching three to four miles
onto the peninsula. Lamb felt the mainland was more suitable for recreation than the
islands because of better access, more interesting topography, better forest cover, and
sandstone formations equal to those on the islands. This concept of a mainland coastal unit
was ultimately developed in the 1960s proposal for an Apostie Islands National Lakeshore.

By the time Conrad Wirth’s memo to the files put the Apostle Islands national park
issue to rest for another thirty years,*® local promoters had turned their attention to other
projects. The same committee that had promoted a park supported a proposal for a sheep

ranch and boys’ camp on Stockton Island and, later, sought the establishment of a Coast

“2Lamb, pp. 4-5.

“3Conrad L. Wirth, memorandum to the files, March 19, 1936, Records of the National
Park Service, Record Group 79 (0-32), National Archives, Washington, D.C.
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Guard station there* Local governments also sought ways to turn coastal lands to
economically viable uses: the Bayfield City Council solicited Congressman Gehrmann's help
to obtain an Army or Navy installation at Roy’s Point on the mainland, while the Ashland
and Bayfield county boards sought to place the islands - with the exception of shoreline
suitable for summer home development -- within the Chequamegon National Forest.*®
Local discouragement with park projects was reflected in the final entries of Lamb’s report
to the National Park Service:

Local attitude: Passive.
Persons interested: Don’t know.*®

Before the decade closed, however, a phoenix arose from the ashes of earlier Apostle
Islands park proposals. The final report of the Wisconsin State Planning Board, produced
under the 1936 Park, Parkway and Recreation Study Act, recommended the Apostle Islands
for inclusion in the state recreation system. The plan used the National Resources Board’s
definitions, under which state parks must have either "superlative scenic characteristics" and
"fairly extensive opportunity for active recreation,” or "distinctive scenic character and

w5}

exceptional opportunity for ... recreation.”®’ The Apostle Islands were recommended for

development as a state park.*® The planning board would report to the Wisconsin

“*Bayfield County Press, October 25, 1934; October 3, 1935.
“Ibid., May 16, 1935; November 14, 1933,

“Lamb, p. 4.

“TWisconsin State Planning Board and Wisconsin Conservation Department, A Park,

Parkway and Recreational Area Plan, September, 1938, p. 187.
“81bid., pp. 214-5.
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Conservation Commission, which would be the final agency to determine the suitability of
the area and its appropriate place in the state plan® In July 1939, Wisconsin
Conservation Department officials toured the islands. But, another decade would pass
before this "phoenix” would fly.

The Lessons of the 1930s

This decade of frustrated efforts to establish a park at the Apostle Islands holds
several political lessons. The original campaign of the Brule Tri-County Association had
many ingredients of success: It pulled together an aggressive local constituency with a strong,
common need. However, the promoters lacked an understanding of National Park Service
criteria for establishing a park and had little knowledge of national parks in general.
Although their motive for wanting a park was clear,‘ their rationale was not. Their concept
was vague and not developed in terms of either the special character of the resources or of
NPS objectives.

This lack of focus contributed to the negative outcome of the site visits. Because the
special character and potential value of the Apostle Islands were not clearly articulated,
both Kelsey and Cammerer were guided by their preconceptions. Kelsey, a nurseryman,
could hardly see the islands for the logging of the trees; historic and geologic values did not
seem to interest him. Cammerer based his evaluation on Kelsey's report and the current
National Park Service criterion of "pristine” conditions in parks, with a comparison to Isle
Royale ready at hand. Since the national recreation area concept had not yet been

developed, there was no reason to further consider the Apostle Islands.

“bid., pp. 187, 215.
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Local political efforts stood a chance of at least gaining national monument status
for a portion of the islands. Local organizers had sufficient support to raise funds needed
for the NPS study of the area, and Congressman Peavey was successful in his efforts to get
an Apostle Islands bill through Congress and to keep pressure on Director Albright.
However, Peavey’s ignorance of park service bureaucracy, policies, and planning processes
aliowed him to charge on the wrong fronts. Further, local political efforts were limited to
recruiting one congressman {where was the rest of the Wisconsin delegation?), a strictly
local press campaign, and to sending two representatives to the hearings in Washington.

The role of Madeline Island’s politically influential Garys and Woods could have
been much stronger. Although they did not publicly oppose the project, there is no evidence
that they promoted the idea in Washington. Tensjons between the mainland entrepreneurs
who spearheaded the effort and the wealthy Madeline Islanders may also have been a
factor.

In any case, this effort did not bring together the needed strategy or political support
to win National Park Service consideration for an area the agency viewed as inferior.
Subsequent local efforts toward obtaining a state park, Coast Guard station, or some other
economic development project were fragmented; promoters were grasping at straws in the
face of dire economic need. There appeared to be no communication with the Wisconsin
Conservation Department or with the State Park Division of the Branch of Planning and
State Cooperation (Region Five), which could have been critical in moving both offices from

assessments to proposals in 1935.
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Bureaucratic structure and politics also played a role in the failure of the mid-1930s
discussions to bring about a park. The Wisconsin 1934 Regional Plan was prepared by a
regional planning committee established in 1931 under the Highway Department’s Office
of Regional Planning. Although after 1933 its work was coordinated with the National
Resources Board, the 1934 plan was obviously not influenced by the National Park Service’s
‘interest in the Apostle Islands.

Political divisions between the northern and southern parts of the state also may have
been a factor. Since the capital and major population centers are in the southern portion
of the state, the morth has often been bypassed in legislation with regional €CONOMmic
benefits. Strong support in the southern portion of the state for establishing the Kettle
Moraine State Forest developed through the 1930s and resulted in legisiation in 1939. The
Apostle Islands may have been relegated to a back burner in 1934 and ultimately not acted
upon in part because of its far-northern location, and in part because political interest and
support were focused elsewhere.

When, finally, the 1938 Park, Parkway and Recreational Area Plan put forth a

recommendation to establish a state park at the Apostle Islands, at least four substantive
investigations already had been made into the area’s potential as a park. However, the
reports showed little consistency regarding the number of acres involved, the essential
character of the area, and the potential for visitors to use the islands. At the close of the
decade a fresh investigation was proposed. Superintendent Harrington’s question still

echoed: "How many of those isiands are there, anyway?"
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CHAPTER SEVEN

A NEW ERA: GAYLORD A. NELSON AND CONSERVATION

Introduction

The 1958 election of Gaylord Nelson to the governorship marked a turning point in
the fate of the Apostle Islands. Nelson was born in Polk County in northwestern Wisconsin.
His parents were active in Progressive politics and he would follow in their footsteps. After
World War II, in which he served, and the demise of the Progressive Party, Nelson became
active in Democratic Party politics. He was elected from Dane County to the state senate
in 1948, an office he held for ten years. Thomas Huffman described Nelson as a person
"considered both an intellectual liberal and a charming small town boy raconteur fwho)
personified the sophistication and subtlety of the new-style Wisconsin Democrat and
developed these characteristics into an appearance that transcended partisan
boundaries."®

Nelson, the first Democrat in the governor’s office in more than a quarter of a
century, brought 1o his new job a deep personal interest in conservation issues and natural
resources management and a willingness to shake up entrenched bureaucratic complacency.
It was Nelson and his staff who would take the debate over the protection and management
of the Apostle Islands archipelago out of the state arena, advocating instead federal
acquisition and designation. This was to be a dramatic shift not only in terms of the
participants but in terms of the vision of what the islands could become. Nelson’s fight on

behalf of the Apostle Islands between 1960 and 1970 resulted in the protection of all but

“Huffman, Protectors of the Land, p. 150.
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two of the twenty-two islands in the archipelago (Long Island was initially excluded; in 1986
it was added to the lakeshore). This was a significant departure from the five islands
considered by the state in the 1950s or the islands studied by the National Park Service in
the 1930s. The preservation of an ecologically, culturally, and scenically unique area in the
middle United States remains a significant Nelson legacy today.
The Political Settin‘g

To understand the post-World War II resurgence of the Democratic Party, the
election of Nelson to the governorship, and his battles with the traditional Wisconsin
conservation establishment, including arguments over an Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore, it is useful to describe the emergence of a two-party system in the state.

The historian Robert C. Nesbit described Wisconsin politics from the Civil War to
1890 as "a comfortable, corrupt Republican majority occasionally jolted out of its
complacency by a coalition of the disorganized but numerically dangerous Democrats and
whatever elements were abroad.™ A strong anti-Republican sentiment swept the country
in the election of 1890, and Wisconsin dramatically shifted its politics, electing a Democrat
to the governor’s chair and changing Wisconsin’s congressional delegation from seven

Republicans and two Democrats to one Republican and eight Democrats.*”

“IRobert C. Nesbit, Wisconsin: A History (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1973), p. 339.

“?H. Russell Austin, The Wisconsin Story. The Building of a Vanguard State
(Milwaukee: The Journal Company, January 1969), pp. 252-3. (Governor George W. Peck,
the author of the comic strips "Peck’s Son" and "Peck’s Bad Boy," would be the last
Democratic governor until 1932, when a coalition of Democrats and Republican Progressives
elected Albert G. Schmedeman, who served only one term.)
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Although the seeds for the LaFollette Progressives who would follow were, in part,
set in place in the 1890 election, the Republicans, shaken out of their complacency,
recaptured the governorship and all congressional seats in 1894.

In 1896, a Republican again won the governor’s race, but only after a spirited race
with Robert M. ("Fighting Bob") LaFollette, who represented the Republican Party’s
Progressive wing. The LaFollettes and the Progressives would strongly influence Wisconsin
politics from the election of Robert M. LaFollette to the governorship at the turn of the
century until 1946, when his son, the Progressive U.S. Senator Robert M. LaFollette, Jr., lost
to Republican Joseph R. McCarthy by 5,378 votes in a primary race for the nomination.
Indeed, the strength of the Progressives was a significant constraint on the Democrats during
this era that would not be overcome until late in the 1950s.

The Progressives and the LaFollettes had campaigned on the need to reform
government, and once in power they did indeed institute reforms. Wisconsin became a
pioneer with new programs: taxes on corporations, a direct primary for nominating
candidates, a corrupt practices act, the regulation and taxation of railroads, a civil service
law, a progressive income tax, workers’ compensation, child and woman labor laws, an
industrial commuission, state life insurance, a law favoring cooperatives, and an aggressive
forestry program. Many of these reforms were the first in the nation.*® The voters’
willingness to support public policy innovations, governmental reform, and an activist state

government would surface once again with Nelson’s 1958 victory.

“Ibid., pp. 274-90.
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With the demise of the Progressives, the Democrats began to build a revitalized
party, in part from a base of liberal but not office-holding Progressives. Those Progressives
still in office becarﬁe Republicans. But it would not be until 1957 that the Democrats made
a breakthrough with the election of William Proxmire to the U.S. Senate for the remaining
one-year term of the late Senator Joe McCarthy. Proxmire scored a smashing victory,
winning with more than fifty-eight percent of the vote over former Republican Governor
Walter Kohler. Gaylord Nelson solidified Democratic power in 1958 by winning the
governorship with 88,000 votes (fifty-four percent) over Republican Vernon Thompson. In
that same election, Proxmire secured his U.S. Senate seat, taking fifty-seven percent of the
vote. The majority in the state assembly were now Democrats, the first time they had
controlled either house since 1935. The Democrats also won two more congressional races
and now held five of the state’s ten seats.® The success in rebuilding the Democratic

Party in large measure can be attributed to the efforts of Gaylord Nelson, John

*1bid., pp. 343-80.
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. Reynolds,** William Proxmire, Patrick Lucey*® and Philleo Nash®’, All would become
lakeshore proponents.

Nelson Conservation Initiatives: 1958-1962

In the 1958 race for the governorship, conservation issues played a major role.
Incumbent Republican Governor Vernon Thompson, who came from rural Richland County,
had paid scant heed during his two-year term to conservation matters, feeling comfortable
that they were under the control of the party -- and indeed they were. By exploiting this
complacency, Nelson was able to develop a number of themes and charges in his critique
of existing natural resource management policies. His charges, according to Huffman:

1. Public rights in the outdoors needed strengthening.

2. The current conservation administration needed reorganization.

. 3. Problems of urbanization and population growth were not being addressed.
4. Existing conservation policies were "laggard.”

5. "T'wenty straight years of dry-rot Republican administration [had] left Wisconsin’s
fish, game and public parks programs helplessly behind the time.”

“John Reynolds had served as attorney general and was elected to the governorship in
1962, succeeding Nelson. He served one two-year term.

“Patrick Lucey, a key participant in the rebuilding of the Democratic Party, would serve
as lieutenant governor from 1964 to 1966 and as governor from 1970 to 1976. Although Lucey
represented a faction within the Democratic Party that did not always agree with Nelson,
his support for the lakeshore was strong and consistent and he, as governor, would play the
key role in the transfer of the state lands to the NPS. Both Reynolds and Lucey were strong
Apostle Islands supporters.

“Philleo Nash, educated as an anthropologist, would serve as Nelson’s lieutenant
governor from 1958 to 1960. He was defeated in the 1960 election. President Kennedy
appointed him commissioner of the Bureau of Indian Affairs in the U.S. Department of the
Interior. In that role, Nash strongly supported the lakeshore and Red Cliff and Bad River

. Indian interests.
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6. "Wisconsin’s conservation policy [was] largely dictated as if the state were running
nothing more than a rich man’s rod and gun club... [The conservation
commissioners] were wealthy men who have laymen’s interest in hunting and
fishing, but a big businessman’s interest in Republican politics.... They do their
own hunting in Canada and even go as far as Alaska to fish."

7. The commission should be abolished and a cabinet system put in place.

8. The Republicans had blocked increased public access to lakes, had failed to
improve roads to the tourist regions and had ruined a "vigorous fisheries
program.”

9. No longrange resources planning had been done. (The initial ideas for a
Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, so important to the future
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, were being planted.)

10. Wetlands and watersheds were neglected.

11. Lands for parks and forests were not being acquired.

12. "Republican conservation was turning Wisconsin into a have-not state, forcing it
to lag far behind its neighbors Michigan and Minnesota in parks and outdoor

policy.™ .

Although these charges were vigorously denied by the Wisconsin Conservation Comumission

and the conservation department as well as Thompson, they held a broad appeal for
Wisconsin voters, especially the large numbers of hunters and fishers.

Nelson offered new and positive conservation programs with broad appeal. As
historian Huffman explains, "This new theme was state-sponsored natural resources
planning, strengthened environmental emphasis in the field of regional planning, in land and

water zoning and recreation management in response to population growth..."® Not only

“*Huffman, pp. 156-60.
“Ibid., p. 162.
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. was Nelson appealing to the traditional rural Wisconsin conservationist, but to voters in the
sprawling urban areas of the state as well. Nelson handily won over Thompson.™

Once in the governor’s seat, Nelson and his young and energetic staff (called the
‘crew cuts” by the press because of the way they wore their hair*') embarked on an
ambitious conservation program based on the rhetoric of the campaign.

'To bring Wisconsin into the "modern age,” Nelson proposed a massive reorganization
of the seventy-nine uncoordinated agencies then in existence, including the conservation
commission over which governors had little or no control. The proposal failed. The
political and bureaucratic forces behind this agency morass were simply too powerful.*”

A second major reorganization proposal involved only the Wisconsin Conservation
Commission. Nelson proposed to keep a six-person commission, to be appointed by the

. governor, subject to senate confirmation, and to serve staggered terms. But the existing
Republican-dominated commission would be replaced with six new members drawn from
a slate of nominees developed by a non-partisan "Citizens Natural Resource Advisory
Committee." This, according to Nelson, would take the conservation commission "out of
politics.” In addition, he proposed some 250 amendments to the fifty Wisconsin statutes
relating to conservation. These proposals caused intense public and legislative debate. The
conservation institutions in Wisconsin -- the commission and the conservation department,

the pulp and paper industry, and the press, especially the Milwaukee Journal -- came out

Pbid., p. 167.
bid., p. 186.

. 21bid., pp. 166-7.
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in vigorous opposition. Although the Democratic-controlled state assermbly passed the bill,
it lost on a party vote in the Republican-controlled senate.*”

Nelson was more successful with two other significant organization proposals. The
first established the Wisconsin Department of Administration (DOA); the second created
the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development (DRD). Both agencies were to be
headed by directors appointed by the governor, subject to senate confirmation.”® These
were the first significant steps on the part of Wisconsin’s new administration to move to a
cabinet system; the DOA would bring all state housekeeping functions into one agency. The
most important of them was the responsibility for the development of the state budget,
which the governor presented to the legislature each biennium.

Nelson had planted the seeds for a Wisconsin Department of Resource Development
in his 1957 campaign after reviewing a position paper developed by University of Wisconsin-
Madison professors Jacob Beuscher, a legal scholar, and Raymond Penn, an agricultural
economist, along with David Carley, one of Nelson’s campaign advisors. The paper, written
by Beuscher, called for a commission on economic development to integrate planning for
economic development, natural resources and land-use planning, and urbanization.

Beuscher said, "This horizontal agency operation on a broad functional front could integrate

udis

these things.

Ibid., pp. 172-94.
“Ibid., pp. 162-7.

“Ibid., p. 162.
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Both proposals, which would increase the power of the governor, again stimulated
vigorous debate. Predictably, conservation interests vigorously opposed the DRD as a major
infringement into their areas of responsibility. The Republican president pro tem of the
senate, Frank Panzer, declared that a DRD would pass over his dead body. In spite of
Panzer’s objections, both bills passed. The DRD squeaked through with a two-vote plurality,
thanks to former Republican Progressives still in the senate.

Joe Nusbaum, a professional in public administration, was picked to head the
Department of Administation, and he brought to his new agency a tight-knit group of
professionals with similar backgrounds. Nelson’s influence over the sprawling state
bureaucracy would slowly increase under Nusbaum’s direction.**

David Carley, then a thirty-one-year-old Ph.D. candidate in political science at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, was picked to head the state resource development
department. {His doctoral thesis dealt with the use of executive powers by Wisconsin’s
governors.} Some Republicans viewed him as a traitor; he had been the former research
director for the Wisconsin Chamber of Commerce. He had been a close advisor to Nelson
in the 1958 campaign, had strong ties to the University of Wisconsin, and was the catalytic
agent behind many of Nelson’s planning programs.

Although the senate initially refused to confirm both men, Nusbaum, with his more
reserved and affable personality, was eventually confirmed. Carley, with his brilliance,
strong partisanship, oftentimes acerbic wit, and keen analytical mind, was turned down three

times. In addition to his personality, the Republicans were aware that Carley had political

1bid., pp. 193-4.
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aspirations and they used every possible means to constrain him. However, because both
departments were new state agencies and thus had no incumbent directors, both men could
serve without confirmation.

The DRD brought together the Division of Industrial Development from the
governor's office and the almost-defunct Division of State Planning, which was tucked away
in an obscure office in the Bureau of Engineering. Major new functions were added to the
agency charge, including recreation, resource, land use, and transportation planning. The

-authorizing act also provided for the appointment of a “recreation specialist” for resources
planning and assistance to the tourism industry. A “recreation research coordinator” was to
be appointed at the University of Wisconsin-Madison.*” (After a ten-year career with the
Wisconsin Conservation Department as a field biologist and federal aid coordinator, I joined
the DRD on July 1, 1960, and served for almost three years as the recreation specialist. [
directed the DRD for approximately eight months during the 1962 campaign year, and then
served as deputy director.)

Using state dollars and a heretofore unexploited source of federal funds available
under Section 70! of Title VII of the 1954 Housing Act, Carley and Nelson began to build
an agency and to sell the idea of state and substate multi-county regional planning to the
people of Wisconsin, Planners at both levels placed a strong emphasis on natural resources
planning, which, as described later, had significant influence on Apostle Islands. With a
strengthened and revised state law on regional planning, these efforts paid off. When

Nelson left for the U.S. Senate in 1963, regional planning commissions were in place in the

“Tbid., p. 189.
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economically depressed resource region of northwestern Wisconsin, the urbanizing
metropolitan region of the southeast, Brown County, and in what Nelson described as "a
sleeping recreational giant,” the Wolf River basin in the northeast portion of the state. The
seeds of "regionalism," planted by Nelson and the DRD, would eventually result in most of
Wisconsin being blanketed by planning commissions. In the years ahead, they were to
provide Nelson with another base of political support. Regional planning commissions also
broadened the DRD’s sphere of influence statewide as the agency had influence over federal
and state funding to support them. Also, in some instances, the DRD provided staff support
to the commissions. Collaboration between state and regional planning was thus closely tied
together *™

Other Nelson conservation initiatives in his first term included substantial increases
for the Wisconsin Conservation Department budget, especially for parks and forest
recreation and lake classification programs. Also, the first systematic studies of the
Wisconsin tourism industry were initiated at the University of Wisconsin-Madison School
of Commerce by Professor LV, Fine.*”

In his first two years as governor, Nelson had created an environment that stimulated
and encouraged a new generation of ideas and approaches to issues in need of immediate
attention, as well as those on the horizon. University faculty were back in the mainstream
of the state policy process. Nelson had an open-door policy, and influential citizens were

called on for advice. He generated enthusiasm, debate, and discussion over his ideas and

“Ibid., pp. 210-18, 303-5.
“Ibid., pp. 199-200.
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ideas originating elsewhere. His interest in and love for conservation was contagious.
Moreover, he was willing to take political risks.**

During his 1960 gubernatorial campaign, Nelson emphasized his record in conservation
and promised more if re-elected — more parks, a massive new outdoor recreation program,
strengthened lake classification and lake access programs, and more investments benefiting
the tourism industry. He again indicated that he would reorganize the Wisconsin
Conservation Commission and take it out of the control of rich Republicans.

In Qctober of that year, Nelson had released the preliminary results of the tourism
studies. They documented in great detail the importance of recreation and tourism to the
state’s economy and the importance of maintaining the state’s natural resources and scenic
quality as a means of enhancing that economic importance.*

Although the conservation commission used its allies to counter Nelson’s changes, it
appealed to its traditional political base, the hunters and fishers and the pulp and paper
industry. Nelson was appealing to a much broader, bipartisan group of Wisconsin citizens.

Phillip Kuehn, the conservative Republican candidate, lost to Nelson by approximately
50,000 votes. Nelson’s majority was substantially lower than in 1958, but any governor has
to make tough decisions on taxes, budgets, and other policy matters that inevitably alienate

some voters and groups. Also, the fact that Republican presidential candidate Richard

“Stephen M. Born and Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., “The Wisconsin Idea: Today and
Tomorrow," in The Wisconsin Idea: A Tribute to Carlisle P. Runge (Madison: University
of Wisconsin-Extension, 1981), pp. 73-89; Gaylord Nelson, "The Legend and the Legacy," in
The Wisconsin Idea, pp. 17-26.

“11 V. Fine and E.E. Werner, The Tourist-Vacation Industry in Wisconsin (Madison:
University of Wisconsin, School of Commerce, 1981).
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Nixon carried the state (although not the country) over Democrat John F. Kennedy had
some influence on the Nelson vote. In the election, the Democrats lost control of the
assembly. Warren Knowles,*” a popular Republican state senator well known in state
conservation circles, beat Phillec Nash for the lieutenant governorship.

In spite of a lower margin of victory, the election was a considerable triumph for
Nelson. In the northern and central resource and tourism regions, he carried fifteen of the
twenty-seven counties and outpolled Kuehn in total votes in all of them combined. Huffman
wrote that “conservation was critical to his re-election;... [it formed] a non-partisan
conservation coalition which would serve him as an electoral power base for years to
come."

The victory ensured that Nelson’s conservation initiatives would ac¢celerate during the
next two years. Many of these initiatives would strongly influence the Apostle Islands in
the years ahead.

Not all Nelson initiatives succeeded. He would fail again to reorganize the Wisconsin
Conservation Commission, but he did secure senate confirmation of two additional
appointees to the commission, one a Republican and the other a Democrat. Thus it could

be said, superficially, that he could now exert influence over the commission and therefore

the conservation department. However, the real control would continue to rest with the two

“Warren Knowles had served in the state senate from 1941 to 1954. He was elected
lieutenant governor in 1954, 1956 and 1960, and served as governor from 1964 to 1970. He
came from rural Polk County-as did Nelson-and would become a significant participant in
the debates on the Apostle Islands. Knowles had a strong personal interest in conservation
and made significant and lasting contributions to state programs.

“Huffman, p. 242.
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strong-willed carry-over Republican appointees, “Frosty” Smith and Guido Rahr, as well as
department Director Voigt, who had now for eight years adroitly managed the department
and maintained strong support from his commission.

Nelson also failed in his efforts to achieve lake classification, tough billboard controls
along the state and federal highway system, and zoning around interstate highway
interchanges. These measures were controversial and ran head-on into well-organized
opposition interest groups.

In spite of the broad charge given the Wisconsin Department of Resource
Development, another statutory body, the Natural Resources Committee of State Agencies
(NRCSA), had the potential to give Nelson problems. The NRCSA consisted of the
conservation, agriculture and highway departments, the Public Service Commission, the
University of Wisconsin, and the State Committee on Water Pollution. Governors
statutorily chaired the committee, but they seldom attended. The vice chair, elected by the
committee, normally set the agenda and ran the meetings. The NRCSA had neither staff
nor a budget. It published excellent reports on the state’s natural resources, deait with
obvious needs for coordination, and each biennium recommended new laws to the
legislature. The NRSCA seldom attacked controversial conservation issues or tough inter-
agency coordination questions. Inspite of the NRSCA’s inherent weaknesses, the Wisconsin
Conservation Department used the committee effectively to support and advance its

programs. Nelson was determined during his second term to make the NRCSA more
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. responsive to his needs. Nelson, William Fairfield,** and I met to discuss strategy and to
develop position papers for future NRCSA activities.

As chairman, Nelson, in his second term, personally met twice with the NRCSA. At
the first meeting he outlined the shortcomings of the committee and summarized major
problems and opportunities facing the state. He also requested that the NRCSA appoint
me as secretary to the committee to fill the vacancy created by the retirement of the former
secretary. Committee members agreed, and I was placed in the single most important
NRCSA post, where I could influence its direction, block any efforts to challenge or criticize
Nelson’s initiatives, and express his views.

In his second appearance before the committee, Nelson established five
subcommittees to address contemporary issues and long-range needs. With regard to

. criticisms of the ongoing state comprehensive planning program, he said:

"An objective planner, whether he be in the Public Service Commission, the

Conservation Department, the Board of Health, or any other agency of state

government, quickly finds that his planning must be a part of a larger planning

process. If such planning is to be effective it must have a means whereby it

can be related to total state goals. In the absence of such mechanisms, the

inevitable result is failure to achieve planning objectives and inefficient use of

the taxpayers’ dollar. The NRCSA, the State Department of Resource

Development, {and] the State Recreation Committee ... provide this necessary
outlet for our respective state agencies."®

““William Fairfield served as Nelson’s press secretary. He had a strong personal interest
in conservation that complemented Nelson’s interests.

“Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, The Biennial Report to the

Legislature of 1963 on the Activities of the Natural Resources Committee of State Agencies,
. Madison, February 26, 1963, pp. xi-xii.
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He could now influence conservation policy through the NRCSA and the DRD. Influencing
the conservation commission was another matter. The Nelson charge to the NRCSA, the
splendid work that came out of his five subcommittees, and the work of the DRD would set
much of the state’s conservation agenda for the next decade.

Other successes came including the establishment of a state parks entrance sticker
(two dollars annually or fifty cents per day) to fund the malnourished state parks program,
along with a requirement that the conservation department develop long-range plans and
report to the governor and the legislature each biennium.

In February 1962 the first phase of the state’s comprehensive plan, developed by the
DRD, was unveiled in a day-long conference on the University of Wisconsin-Madison
campus. The unveiling was well attended by the press, planning professionals, and elected
officials. The audience reception was warm. Once again, planning was becoming a
legitimate activity for state government. The press response was also favorable, including
that of the Milwaukee Journal, which had heretofore been cool to many of Nelson’s
controversial conservation proposals. Although the plan was comprehensive in scope, the
element dealing with outdoor recreation attracted the most attention. Outdoor recreation
was placed in a much broader context than that of the traditional approach of the Wisconsin
Conservation Department. The purposes, in brief, were "to maximize social values which
include those intangibles which we associate with outdoor recreation, and to maximize the
economic value of ;ecreation,""’“ language that fit well within the breadth of Nelson's

vision of conservation and the environment, concerns that he was using with increasing

“*Huffman, p. 338.
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effectiveness in speeches throughout the state and the nation. Secretary of the Interior
Stewart Udall®” was lavish in his praise of the Nelson initiatives, and the Interior
Department’s Bureau of Outdoor Recreation used the 1961 recreation plan as a prototype
in its Guide Book for State Qutdoor Recreation Planning. **

As a result of these planning activities, and because a recreation plan was in hand,
Wisconsin was the first state in the nation to receive a matching grant from the federal
government for urban open space. The Federal Housing and Home Finance Agency
followed this honor with another large grant to the DRD for state planning purposes,
including recreation planning. Federal officials said Wisconsin had "the broadest planning
and development program ever undertaken by any state... Wisconsin, always a leader in
social and economic movements, is now leading the way toward new concepts in shaping the
future of cities, metropolitan areas, and entire regions."**

Nelson took yet another step to broaden and increase his influence statewide. He
appointed an advisory committee to the DRD and called the first meeting. Consisting of
three university professors, the director of the Wisconsin Geological and Natural History
Survey, influential conservationists and leaders from the business and tourism community,

this committee would help counter some of the strength of the Wisconsin Conservation

*#'Stewart Udall, a congressman from Arizona, was appointed by President Kennedy to
be secretary of the interior in 1961. He served in that role until 1969, Udall became a close
friend of Nelson; in his role as interior secretary, he was a strong supporter of the lakeshore.

“Huffman, p. 413.
®Cited in Huffman, p. 341.
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Commission. Moreover, Nelson had in this committee a sounding board for his new
initiatives and a source for new ideas and fresh approaches to old conservation issues.*”

By far the most dramatic Nelson initiative during his second term was contained in
his special "Resource Development Message" to the joint session of the legislature on March
IS, 1961.*" The program later known as the Qutdoor Recreation Act Program (ORAP)
called for a one-cent-per-package tax on cigarettes to fund a $50 million expenditure over
a ten-year period. It would pay for tourist information centers, the construction of new
lakes in southwestern Wisconsin as a part of the federal small watersheds program,
conservation youth camps, a greatly expanded program of conservation easements to protect
beauty along the state’s significant scenic highways and to protect fish and game habitat, and
open-space grants-in-aid to the largest metropolitan cities. Thirty-three million dotlars were
earmarked for parks, including a ring of new parks around the metropolitan Milwaukee
region. Other parks were planned around the new interstate highway system to make
significant outdoor reso.urces available to the public and to meet overnight camping needs
of the traveling tourist.*”

Nelson barnstormed the state selling his proposal. The Wisconsin Department of

Resource Development printed thousands of booklets for mailing throughout the state.

*Huffman, p. 264.

“'The phrase "resource development,” used in the speech, obviously referred to the
Department of Resource Development, where the program was formed. Walter Scott, a
skilled Wisconsin Conservation Department bureaucrat, later maneuvered a change,
renaming the program the Outdoor Recreation Act Program (ORAP), a name that
continued through the history of the program.

*?Huffman, pp. 271-94.
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Department staff openly sought opportunities to publicly speak about the program. Media
coverage was enormous. Fairfield, using funds provided by the state Democratic Party,
issued a press release each week along with detailed maps locating each new park, fish and
wildlife area, lake and other improvements. This carefully orchestrated media blitz ensured
strong statewide public support and formal endorsements by many civic and conservation
organizations. The plan attracted national attention. Udall wrote Nelson a glowing letter
of support. Francis Sargent, director of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission, William Whyte, editor of Fortune and an authority on easements, and
numerous other political leaders lauded Nelson’s new program.*®

ORAP passed easily in the assembly on a vote of eighty-seven to six. The senate,
however, stalled the measure for months. The Republicans were reluctant to pass the
program, for which a Democratic governor would take credit. When the senate finally
acted, and much to the surprise of the Republicans, four former Progressives (now
Republicans) voted for ORAP. One additional Republican maverick, Leo O’Brien, who
owed Fairfield a vote, also voted in favor, giving Nelson a seventeen-to-fifteen majority.
Although fifteen amendments were offered by the Republicans, the two-vote margin held
on each vote. The defeated amendments would have given the conservation commission |
control of the program, deleted the cigarette tax, and changed projects to districts controlled

by Republicans. Had O’Brien not voted in favor, the senate would have deadlocked,

“PIbid.
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allowing Lieutenant Governor Knowles, as presiding officer, the tie-breaking vote in favor
of the Republicans and the conservation commission.*

Much to the chagrin of the commission and the conservation department, and in spite
of heated opposition on the floor of the senate, Nelson successfully established a recreation
committee to guide the ORAP program. The committee consisted of the chairs of the
departments responsible for program 'implemcntation; the highway commission, the Soil and
Water Conservation Committee, the conservation department, the welfare department, and
the recreation specialist in the DRD (me).*® The committee, chaired by the governor and
cousisting of a majority of Nelson appointees, was responsible for guiding the program
through outdoor recreation planning, managing program expenditures, preparing biennial
budgets, controlling appointments of additional staff, and reallocating unexpended funds.®
The recreation committee assigned the planning responsibility to the DRD. Through these
moves and his earlier actions, Nelson broke the almost complete monopoly of the Wisconsin
Conservation Commission, the conservation department, and the conservatives in the state

senate over state conservation policy. Moreover, a new flow of funds to DRD permitted

“Ibid., p. 291, also my personal files and recollections.

“*The initial proposal provided that the attorney general and the director of the
Department of Resource Development would serve. An ad hoc group of Republicans and
Democrats met with Fairfield and me over several weeks to hammer out several
amendments to ORAP, including the deletion of the attorney general and Carley as
members of the committee. The group was willing to settle for the "recreation specialist,”
my position in the DRD. Two other amendments dealt with recreation aids to county
forests and a limit on new state parks in Door County unless approved by the county board.

“*Huffman, pp. 305-7.
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. staff increases. Slowly, the resource development department increased its capacity to deal
with the Wisconsin Conservation Department.

In the south-shore region of Lake Superior, ORAP provided for the acquisition of
20,000 acres of fish, game and forest lands, and several public access points to lakes,
including a site at Little Sand Bay within the Red Cliff Indian Reservation. ORAP also
appropriated funds to study the proposal for a south-shore scenic drive. The road had
substantial support from Democrats in the north, especially from the city of Superior. The
twenty-two-mile scenic highway along the Iaké from Superior to the Brule River in Douglas
County would tie in with the "Great Circle" route around Lake Superior. Tourism impacts
would be substantial. There were, however, major problems with the proposal which
Nelson and I discussed. The proposed right-of-way traversed highly erodible red clay soils,

. streams and deep ravines would need bridging, and the scenic mouth of the Brule River,
where it empties into Lake Superior, would be dramatically altered. The highway would
have irreversibly changed the wild character of the shoreline and would have been costly.
And the most scenic portion of the Lake Superior shoreline, including the headlands in
Bayfield County, was not part of the proposal. A study would temporarily appease road
supporters, and Nelson would identify alternatives for capitalizing on the scenic qualities of
the region. The $50,000 appropriation was to include a regional analysis of outdoor
recreation, open space, scenic beauty, harbors of refuge, and an analysis of necessary
improvements to existing State Highway I3 to capitalize on the area’s scenic beauty,
especially in Bayfield County. Nelson also emphasized that the study would provide

direction for the long-term economic development of the region through outdoor recreation
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and tourism. The funds were allocated by the recreation committee to the DRD. The funds
now coming into the DRD permitted me to hire a veteran game management employee
from the conservation department, Ralph B. Hovind,”” to handle the analysis of public
outdoor recreation demand, and Phillip H. Lewis, Jr.,*® a regional landscape architect, to
study the recreation resources. Hovind and Lewis hired staff to develop their plans. Faculty
from the University of Wisconsin were also engaged to initiate the south-shore studies.

The momentum continued in 1962, although the conservation commission attempted
to slow it by successfully lobbying a bill through the legislature that would weaken the
recreation committee. Nelson vetoed it; his veto was sustained.*”

With a sympathetic Democratic administration in Washington, Nelson was able to
keep federal dollars coming to the DRD. Administration officials lent their support. Udall
praised Nelson as the "leading conservation governor in the United States" and also provided

strong support for Nelson’s contention that it was important to retain executive control over

“"While with the Department of Resource Development, | had recruited Ralph Hovind,
a veteran game management supervisor in the Wisconsin Conservation Department, to work
with us on the demand side of the state comprehensive outdoor recreation plan. He
brought a great deal of imagination and enthusiasm to the task. Hovind remained a
vigorous supporter of Nelson’s policies, which were also incorporated into Reynolds’s
conservation programs.

“®Philip H. Lewis, Jr., an imaginative landscape architect, was hired from the University
of Illinois to conduct the natural resources analysis for the comprehensive outroor recreation
plan. His graphic designs highlighted the significant resources in the Apostle Islands region

and northern Wisconsin.
“*Huffman, pp. 345-7.
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. centralized state planning. He praised the DRD as a mode! for how other states could
revitalize their conservation and planning programs.’®
Nelson also turned around what could have been serious political problems for
himself in northern Wisconsin. In brief, the conservation commission and the department,
after two years of fractious debate with the twenty-seven counties owning county forest crop
lands, had successfully lobbyed a bill through the legislature that would have effectively
terminated the program. At stake were 2.3 million acres of public forests. Nelson
courageously vetoed the bill and was sustained. He immediately appointed a bi-partisan
advisory committee (I was vice chairman) to develop a new program. In an election year,
deadlines were tight. Nelson wanted to be in a pro-active position on the issue in the
upcoming election. The advisory committee, which was strongly directed by the DRD,
. completed its work in August 1962 and published its report. The recommendations called
for substantially increased financial aids to county forests and a new method of sharing
income from forest products sales. All told, the counties benefited substantially, yet the
forests would remain in public ownership.*® Nelson immediately endorsed the proposals
and used them effectively in the campaign, especially in the north,*?
As a capstone to his conservation programs, in May 1962 Nelson proposed to Udall

a "national shoreline recreation area” in the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs within the Bad

“Ibid., pp. 309-10.

*'County Forests in Transition (Report of the Forest Crop Advisory Committee to
Governor Gaylord A. Nelson, August 1962).

. *2Jordahl, County Forests in_Transition, pp. 94-5.
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River Indian Reservation. The initial steps were being taken to establish an Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore.
Conservation and the 1962 Political Campaign

When, on May 28, 1962, Nelson announced his intention to run for the U.S. Senate
against the eighty-year-old, three-term incumbent Senator Alexander Wiley, he was able to
list fourteen major studies in the conservation field initiated under his administration, a host
of new conservation laws, and the implementation of ORAP, which he viewed as his most
significant achievement. He skillfully hammered on these substantial accomplishments
- during the 1962 campaign.

To lend support to the campaign, the Wisconsin Department of Resource
Development in September transmitted to Nelson the preliminary south shore report
entitled, South Shore Resource Development Potential®® The report skillfully tied the
protection of natural resources and scenic beauty to the existing and potential economic
impact of commercial tourism for the region. It stressed the beauty of the Apostle Islands
and noted Nelson’s proposed national lakeshore. Twenlty-two recommendations were made
for developing the recreation potential of the south shore area, including utilizing the
cultural and ethnic values of the Red Cliff and Bad River Indian reservations. A scenic

road was ruled out. Nelson again found the report useful in his campaign swings into

northern Wisconsin.

*1.V. Fine, Ralph B. Hovind and Philip H. Lewis, Jr., The Lake Superior Region
Recreational Potential: A Preliminary Report, Wisconsin Department of Resource
Development, Madison, 1962.
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To highlight his accomplishments and to point to the future, Nelson called a
conference titled "The Unfinished Task” to be held in Madison only days before the election.
All major conservation organizations in the state were invited; more than 139 attended.
Secretary Udall was the keynote speaker. DRD was able to once again bring to the
attention of the attendees and indeed to the entire state (media coverage was extensive) the
Nelson conservation accomplishments of the past four years and to address future
opportunities, including the Lake Superior and Apostle Islands region. Out of the
conference came the "Wisconsin Council for Resource Development and Conservation,” or
more popularly, “The People’s Lobby," to serve the total cause of conservation.®® Martin
Hanson™ was elected secretary. The "lobby” would become a significant force for the
lakeshore in the years ahead (see Chapter Thirteen).

Wiley, aging and in the judgment of some Democrats senile, spent much of his time
in Washington. He had done little or nothing for conservation and had consistently voted
against Kennedy initiatives. During the campaign he came to Madison and held a press
conference. Wiley was doggedly questioned by reporters about his votes against Kennedy’s

rograms. Bill BechteP™ of the Milwaukee Journal was especially persistent. Wiley finalt
prog y

Huffman, pp. 376-8.

*®Martin Hanson, an ardent conservationist who lived in northern Wisconsin, would
become a strong and continuing voice for the lakeshore. He would effectively use the
statewide "Peoples’ Lobby" to support the lakeshore.

%Bill Bechtel, chief of the Madison bureau of the Milwaukee Journal, was an incisive
reporter. During Nelson’s tenure as governor, Bechtel reported favorably on many of
Nelson’s conservation initiatives, in marked contrast to other Milwaukee Journal stories.
Bechtel eventually became Nelson’s administrative assistant in Washington and was involved

. in the effort to establish the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.
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lost his temper and told him, "Keep your damn nose out of my business and Vil keep mine
out of yours.”” The press, radio, and especially television gave this embarrassing outburst
statewide coverage. To avoid further ¢rﬁbarassments during the balance of the campaign,
Wiley stuck to small rural communities and did not attract much attention.

The 1962 elections would prove significant to the lakeshore. Attorney General John
Reynolds, a Democrat, campaigned for the governorship on a broad conservation plank that
included the Nelson initiatives. Reynolds squeaked by Phillip Kuehn by a mere 12,000 votes.
Carley, one of Nelson’s most prominent advisors and who campaigned on the Nelson and
DRD programs, lost the race for lieutenant governor to Jack Olson, also by 12,000 votes.
In the northern congressional district that included the Apostle Islands, J. Louis Hanson™
of Mellen, a personal friend of Nelson, lost in his race against long-term incumbent
Congressman Alvin E. O’Konski®® In contrast to the above, Nelson won over Wiley
handily, garnering fifty-three percent of the vote. The importance of the "conservation vote”
is brought out by the fact that in the twenty-seven northern and central Wisconsin counties,

Nelson outpolled all the other major candidates in total votes. The election broadened and

7 Quoted in Huffman, p. 379.

%], Louis Hanson, brother of Martin Hanson, was also a strong lakeshore supporter.
In the 1960s he chaired the state Democratic Party; with his statewide network of contacts,
Louis Hanson could marshall formidable support for the lakeshore.

*PAlvin E. O’Konski, a Republican, had been elected to the U.S. House of
Representatives in 1942. He would hold the seat until 1969. Because of his long tenure in
the House and his familiarity with the people of his district, O’Konski would wield a
formidable influence on the Apostle Islands Nationa! Lakeshore.
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. strengthened Nelson’s bi-partisan conservation coalition, which would stand him in good

stead in the years ahead."™

. $'"Huffman, pp. 381-6.
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. CHAPTER EIGHT

NEW IDEAS FOR THE APOSTLE ISLANDS
First Steps

Within this new and exciting era of emerging federal and state leadership in the

conservation arena, the 1960s version of an Apostle Islands National Lakeshore was born.

Because Nelson had appointed the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development,

in lieu of the state conservation department, as liaison with the federal Outdoor Recreation

Resources Review Commission, we were poised to become acquainted with major outdoor

recreation policy makers at the federal level who were developing new national initiatives.

Of special interest to us were the proposed new national seashores at Cape Cod, Fire Island,

and Point Reyes. Bills then under consideration in Congress were carefully analyzed to

. determine if theyo would set a precedent for Wisconsin and especially the Lake Superior
region.

In the spring of 1961, on an Outdoor Recreation Act Program speaking tour in
northern Wisconsin, Nelson, Carley, and I had met and stayed with brothers Martin and
Louis Hanson at their forest lodge on Beaverdam Lake near Mellen. We also visited the
top of Mt. Whittlesey, one of the highest points in the state, which had possibilities as a
state park and was potentially a site for a spiendid ski hill. After a ski consultants’ study
was completed, the Hansons, along with representatives of the northern Five County

Development Group, came to Madison to secure state assistance on the development of Mt.
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Whittlesey.””! During the course of the visit, Phil Lewis presented his preliminary maps
and analysis of the significant landscape features and environmental corridors in the Lake
Superior south shore region. The large-scale multi-colored maps hanging on the walls in
our offices in the basement vaults of the State Capitol were dramatic graphic displays of the
region’s splendid resources.

The Mt. Whittlesey proposal appeared to be impossible, and the suggestion was made
that the group consider exploring, in conjunction with the Bad River Band of Chippewa
Indians, the potential economic implications of a national lakeshore in the Kakagon-Bad
River sloughs and the Chequamegon Point portion of the reservation. The area had
significant natural resources, scenic beauty, and fish and wildlife. A national lakeshore
would not only protect these resources but would attract significant numbers of tourists and
related economic benefits to the region. Indians on other reservations were beginning to
see the positive benefits of developing their recreational resources. For example, the White

Mountain Apaches in Arizona had successfully developed public recreation on their

SIJ.S. Steel owned the hill, which consisted of magnetic taconite. At that time, taconite
technology bad been developed and major investments were made by mining companies in
adjacent Minnesota and Michigan. At the same time, the deep-shaft hematite mines on the
Gogebic Range in Wisconsin were closing, putting thousands of miners out of work. The
ski hill would have been a significant economic boon to Melien and nearby communities.
Efforts by the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development and the Five County
Development Group to either lease or buy a portion of the hill from U.S. Steel were
unsuccessful. Today, almost thirty years later, Mt. Whittlesey still stands, unused,
overlooking the small village of Mellen.
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. reservation, attracting 600,000 visitors annually.*? The positive implications for the Bad
River Band were obvious.

We also discussed the possibility of including some of the nearby Apostle Islands in
the study; the Bayfield Peninsula was not considered at this point. The idea of including the
islands was dropped. Lacking any kind of local public understanding and support, and with
the certainty that the Wisconsin Conservation Department would oppose any proposal
involving their islands, we confined our initial discussions to the sloughs and the sand spit.
We were fighting with the conservation department on numerous fronts at that time; to
engage them on yet another major issue would have been ill-advised.

The Hanson brothers subsequently discussed the matter with Nelson while on a visit
to Ashland and provided him with a copy of the park service’s Great Lakes studies which

. identified the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs as potentially of national significance. Nelson
advised them to see what the Indians thought about it.

Martin Hanson and Bud Peters’” as representatives of the Five County
Development Group, then met at Bad River. Hanson described the meeting:

It was a Tribal Council meeting. Donald Ames was chairman and we met ... at

Muskrat Hall, which was built by the Mormons [in the old village of Odanah] and the

chief people as far as I was concerned were George Ackley, Fred Connors, Albert

Whitebird and Donald Ames... They passed a resolution in favor of making a

recreation area out of the Bad River Sloughs ... which were part of the ORRRC
report where the report recommendations [indicated the sloughs] were a unique area....

*2Jim Cook, "Apaches Run Recreation ‘Gold Mine,” Arizona Republic, January 14,
1962.

*Bud Peters made his living in logging and the forest product industries. He wouid
become a sustaining supporter of a lakeshore in spite of the fact that he was a major
. landowner on Sand Island.
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With regard to Indian consensus, Hanson said,

Louis

Louis

Well, these were the older Indians that had been around for quite awhile....
[Ackley} had a much broader knowledge than the average Indian, having gone
to the Indian College, Carlisle.... Those three guys [present] were older...>"

Hanson also recalled the events:

About the same time [as Nelson’s first visit to the Hanson estate], the
chairman of the Bad River Band of Chippewas came to Martin and me, mainly
to Martin, trying to see if we couldn’t get some sort of federal recognition of
that part of the reservation known as the Kakagon Sloughs in the Bad River.
Back in the fifties the Rockefeller Commission had identified the Kakagon
Sloughs as of national significance.... We posed the question to Don Ames
(the tribal chair), "What would you think if we combined it with something to
do with the islands so that it could be packaged and perhaps sold at the
national level?"... We thought if we tied this bundle in with something
Rockefeller called "nationally significant” people might look at it again. So
we ran this by Gaylord and he had been born and raised in the same
congressional district ... and had often come up to the Mellen and Ashland
area with his father, who was a doctor in the area, to attend Progressive Party
doings. His father and mother were very active Progressives in Wisconsin, In
fact, his mother was the first woman to sit on the central committee of any
party in Wisconsin, so he was aware of the Apostle Islands and visited them
as a young man, and as a teenager and he thought it was a great idea....

This [lunch arranged for by the Hansons during a subsequent visit to the area
by Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation Director Edward Crafts] was very well
received and that was really the kick-off and that got federal involvement.
The governor had been involved and was responsible, under his ORAP
program, for establishing a state park on Madeline Island. There was some
local opposition to making it too big and no one on Madeline wanted
Madeline to be included in the national thing.

The [tribal] chairman [Don Ames] came to us independently and we decided
that this was feasible -- it would be helpful for them and it would also preserve
and yet still be open to the public, this beautiful, beautiful area... And if we
could bring in the islands, so much the better....

Hanson further indicated that the resolution had not been solicited.

*“Martin Hanson, interviewed by Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., September 4, 1989.
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What had happened is Don Ames had been looking at a National Geographic

and had seen pictures of some bird sanctuary somewhere, where there were

bridges and walkways built over the marshes and people could look at the

various aquatic life and so forth. He wondered if something like that could

be done in his area. We suggested to him that after he bought the idea of

tying the thing together with the Apostle Islands, that he get the ball rolling

by getting something from the tribal council. But we did not go to them. He

came to us.’?
The Bad River Tribal Council was interested and on May 10, 1962, unanimously passed a
resolution requesting that the interior secretary and the governor of Wisconsin study the
feasibility of establishing a "national shoreline recreational area on the Bad River
Reservation.” The resolution noted that President John F. Kennedy had designated the area
as chronically depressed and that future efforts should ensure that the ancient customs and
culture of the Chippewa Indians and the development of the area should contribute to the
economic well being of the Bad River Band. The tribal resolution stressed the scenic beauty
and the important wildlife values of the sloughs and the shoreline to the people of the
United States, as well as the need for prudent and sensitive development. The proposed
study area comprised 20,000 acres north of U.S. Highway 2 (see Map 3).

Ames, as chairman of the Bad River Band and as secretary-treasurer of the Great
Lakes Inter-Tribal Council, transmitted the statements to Secretary Udall, Governor Nelson,

and Bureau of Indian Affairs Commissioner Nash. He stressed the economic potential of

the project and urged early action.>*

8], Louis Hanson, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 27, 1985.

**Donald R. Ames, chair of the Bad River Band, letter to the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior, the Governor of Wisconsin and the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, May 10, 1962.
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Thus, the first step was taken in what would become an eight-year struggle to
establish an Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, an effort that involved the presidential
administrations of Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon, resulted in twelve bills and bill drafts being
written and re-written before one was finally enacted, was considered by the U.S. Senate and
House committees on interior and insular affairs and their subcommittees on many different
occasions, produced thousands of pages of congressional testimony and hearing records, and
involved countless numbers of citizens and elected and appointed officials and numerous
federal and state agencies. The final outcome of all this effort was to be substantially
different than what was envisioned by the authors in 1962.

Nelson Meets with Udall

On several occasions, we met with Nelson to discuss possible courses of action
regarding the Bad River Tribal Council’s resolution. Federal involvement seemed most
appropriate for a number of reasons. First, although modest funds were available in ORAP
for the Lake Superior south shore area, none were targeted for the Kakagon-Bad River
sloughs. Second, the secretary of the interior held trust responsibilities for the Indians and
therefore could represent their interests more effectively than could the state. Third, federal
involvement meant that a study of the sloughs could be broadened to the larger region.
Fourth, Nelson was already using ORAP dollars to emphasize a costly "ring of parks"
around metropolitan areas in southeastern Wisconsin, which made the diversion of ORAP
funds to the north difficult. Fifth, congressional initiatives were already underway on
national seashores, making the possibility of federal involvement promising. Finally, Nelson

had excellent relations with Secretary Udall.
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Later reflecting on the matter, Nelson said:

Well, I was satisfied, in any event, that it was a resource of national value....

By the time we really got things going and studying it and so forth, I was in the

[US.] Senate. 1 am not going to be running something through state

government from the Senate position, but it would obvicusly involve a

considerable amount of money.... By the time we got around to designing the

whole thing, in particular since it involved the Indian Reservations ... and those

lands were under the jurisdiction of the interior department.... I decided the

best way to finally push it was to push for national recognition.®’

Nelson took the proposal tc Washington. Phil Lewis had prepared a splendid set of
maps and graphics of the area to accompany the written proposal. A statewide press release
was issued. On May 22, 1962, Nelson met with Udall, Nash, and BOR Director Crafts. In
addition to the points raised in the Bad River proposal, Nelson noted that the area under
discussion should be designated a recreation area rather than a national park; this would
permit continued Indian and non-Indian hunting, fishing and harvesting of wild rice, and
protect the area’s wilderness character at the same time. Nelson also discussed the
economic importance of the proposal and the relationship it had to his proposed $3 million
ORAP expenditure in the Lake Superior region. Intrigued, Udall instructed Crafts to
inspect the area. Media coverage was both favorable and substantial >

Although the meeting was upbeat, the Wisconsin Conservation Department not

unexpectedly warned that we would be in for an arduous and long bureaucratic fight with

them. The Milwaukee Journal would carry their arguments. One pointedly negative

$Gaylord A. Nelson, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 4, 1985.

*Shoreline Park Sought At Bad River," Milwaukee Jourpal, May 23, 1962; “Lake
Superior Area Suggested for Recreation,” Stevens Point Daily Journal, May 22, 1962; "Bad
River Proposed As Recreation Area,” Milwaukee Sentinel, May 23, 1962.
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editorial noted that swimming in Lake Superior was fit only for "the Polar Bear Club,” and
that the state and the Wisconsin Conservation Department had long-standing interests in
the area and in fact might have been able to acquire the areas with ORAP funds if the
federal government had not backed Chippewa claims to lands given the state under the
519

Swamplands Act.

Broadening the Parameters

After more than four years of fighting with the state conservation commission and
department, Nelson was unfazed by the criticism. In a news release he noted the upcoming
meeting with Crafts and the official inspection of the proposed recreation area. The
inspection was also to include the Apostle Islands and the Bayfield Peninsula. Moreover,
discussions would center on federal participation in the recreational development of those
areas’”

When, on June 11, 1962, Crafts, Nelson, and staff from the state departments of
resource development and conservation inspected the sloughs by boat and the islands and
peninsula by air, Crafts was impressed. Most importantly, he stated that "a more inviting
package" would include the twenty-two islands and the Bayfield Peninsula in addition to the
sloughs, He did not, however, commit his Burcau of Qutdoor Recreation to a federal study.
Therefore, at a luncheon after the trip, Nelson stated that the DRD would immediately

initiate a study "of the feasibility of making the area more attractive while preserving its

*%Plan For Bad River Public Area Has Pros and Cons,” Milwaukee Journal, May 24,
1962,

*"dall Interested in Superior Park,” Wausau Record Herald, May 31, 1962.
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. natural beauty."® Craft’s significant contribution had been to broaden the area for study,
which Nelson quickly embraced. In public, the Wisconsin Conservation Department could
hardly object.

Public momentum for the idea was pushe_d by the governor’s office and the resource
development department. Enormous newspaper, radio, and TV coverage resulted. There
were ahead, however, bureaucratic, political, and institutional obstacles to overcome.
Fortunately, control over recreation planning, and therefore planning for the lakeshore, was
firmly in the hands of the DRD, and Crafts had sanctioned the concept of a broader
regional study. But the lack of direct federal involvement meant that the DRD would have
to add the lakeshore proposal to a planning agenda, which was already overloaded. We
took two actions to deal with these problems. First, we directed the planners involved in

. the Lake Superior "south shore studies" to work with local people and to begin to develop
a constituency for a lakeshore. Second, we continued to study and analyze the federal
bureaucratic and political thicket to determine how best to secure federal involvement.
Storm Clouds

In spite of the success of the inspection tour, warnings from the conservation
department increased. Another editorial in the Milwaukee Journal cautioned that the
recreational possibilities in the area "should be judged from the standpoint of total public
needs and benefits, not what will especially help this group or that area or win local votes

in some coming election," a pointed reference to Nelson’s campaign at that time for the U.S.

**Harvey Breuscher, "Lake Superior Recreation Area Proposed by Nelson,” Eau Claire
. Telegram, June 12, 1962.

237



Senate.2 In spite of Nelson’s substantial success as a "conservation governor,” the
conservation commission and the department continued their challenges to his initiatives.
In particular, they suspected that Nelson’s efforts on the lakeshore would result in direct.
federal involvement. Thus they launched a counter attack. The conservation department,

the commission, and the press, including the Milwaukee Journal, inspected the area in July

1962. The governor’s office and the DRD were not invited. Roman Koenings,” the
forests and parks superintendent, outlined an ambitious program for the islands. Koenings
stated that the "state can’t wait.... The National Park Service has rejected the islands twice.
We will go ahead...."*

The parks admission sticker and Nelson’s ORAP had indeed pumped millions of new
dollars into the state parks program. In contrast to the 1950s, when the parks budget was
minuscule, Koenings could now think and plan in an expansive manner. Again, Nelson did
not directly challenge these plans. Rather, he kept the idea of federal involvement alive
through his speeches and through press releases. These efforts were successful in

broadening citizen understanding and support for a national area. For example, in a

2'Chequamegon Area Recreation Study Is Called For," Milwaukee Journal, July 7, 1962.

®Roman Koenings had replaced Neil Harrington, who had retired. Koenings was a
strong parks advocate and brought new ideas and energy to the program. A year later
Crafts appointed him regional director for the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation at Ann Arbor,
Michigan. Because I had been a key planner for Nelson’s initiatives, many of which
impinged on Koening’s areas of responsibility, a degree of competitiveness existed between
us. However, as regional director, he seldom confronted me on the lakeshore or the St.
Croix-Namekagon Rivers National Wild and Scenic Rivers proposal. Problems with the
BOR came primarily from Washington.

#R.G. Lynch, "State Recreation Area Planned in Apostles,” Milwaukee Journal, July
22, 1962.
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laudatory article in the widely read Monday issue of the liberal Madison Capital Times,
writer Dan Satran described the beauty of the sloughs, the lake, and the islands and
summarized Nelson initiatives for a national lakeshore over the past year.’
Developing Support

‘Throughout 1962 and 1963 we worked to develop support for Nelson’s proposal.
There was a consensus that the area would include the sloughs, the Apostle Islands, and the
Bayfield Peninsula. We then began to intensively analyze Indian treaty complexities,
including questions of land ownership and Indian hunting, fishing, and trapping, and wild-
rice gathering rights. Meetings were held with members of the Bad River and Red Cliff
bands and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).%

At the federal level, a significant policy step was taken in early 1963 when Secretary
Udall and Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman announced that the president’s
Recreation Advisory Council had approved the creation of a new, limited system of national
recreation areas to implement the outdoor recreation program of the administration. Two
new areas were to be included in recommendations to Congress: Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trinity
in California, and Flaming Gorge in Wyoming and Utah. U.S. Forest Service lands were
also to be transferred to create a new Oregon Dunes National Seashore. Criteria for new
national recreation areas were then being developed by the council. These areas would be

administered primarily for recreation but with utilization of other resources permitted if

*»Dan Satran, "View, Fish Spectacular on Bad River Reservation,” Capital Times,
August 13, 1962.

*Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., personal notes, 1962-63.
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such use was compatible and did not interfere with the basic recreation purpose. The
secretaries also noted that national recreation areas would only be established by an act of
Congress and could be administered by a number of federal agencies.’”

In spite of the Udall-Freeman announcement, which was a clear signal that we could
develop lakeshore plans as an exclusive federal project, we prepared a first-draft bill
envisioning a federal-state collaborative project. Lakeshore planning, which was to be
coordinated with the state, would be undertaken with a $100,000 appropriation to the
interior secretary. Once planning was completed, the state would enact legisiation to
protect and manage the area in accordance with the plan and federal standards and criteria.
The secretary would then designate the boundaries and formally establish the lakeshore.
Funding for the acquisition, development, and maintenance of the lakeshore would be split,
seventy-five percent federal and twenty-five percent state, except on the two Indian
reservations, where the funding would be completely federal. This format was patterned
closely along the lines of the Ice Age National Scientific Reserve proposal for Wisconsin,
which was then under consideration in Congress. The lakeshore draft was designed to avoid
a direct confrontation with the state, while at the same time giving the area national status.
Given the complex nature of a federal-state project and the participation of the two Indian
bands, the draft provided that an advisory commission be established to advise the secretary

and the governor. The commission would consist of the chairs of the Bad River and Red

'U.S. Department of Agriculture and Department of the Interior joint news release,
USDA 397-633, February §, 1963.
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.Cliff Tribal Councils and two members each to be appointed by the secretary and the
ZOVErnor,

During the balance of 1963, the draft was discussed with officials in the Wisconsin
Conservation Department, the attorney gemeral’s office, Governor Reynolds, and with
bureaus within the Interior Department. Finally, late in 1963, we concluded that, given the
complexities of Indian treaty rights, the pattern of land ownership, and the fact that the
conservation department was cool to the proposal, the establishment of a federal national
recreation area was the route to take.’®

In late March 1963, I resigned as deputy director of the Wisconsin Department of
Resource Development and joined the Resources Program Staff in the office of the
secretary of the interior. I eventually became the Department of the Interior’s regional

. coordinator for the upper Mississippi-western Great Lakes area. The substantial staff
resources of the Interior Department would now be more readily available to help deal with
the complexities of the Apostle Islands proposal.

The process of involviﬁg Interior Department bureaus began when a meeting was

convened in Ashland July 9-11, 1964. Boat, car, and aerial inspections were made of the

#Jordahl, personal notes, 1963. This is the only time in the many iterations of
legislation for the lakeshore that an advisory commission was mentioned. Most lakeshore
and seashore acts during this era mandated advisory commissions. It was the judgment of
the Interior subcommittee eventually established to develop plans and legislation for the
lakeshore that the secretary and the park service, if they wished, could establish informal
advisory committees. There was no need to complicate the act by formalizing such a

. process.
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area. The meeting was attended by Andrew Feil’® of the National Park Service, Emmett
Riley™ of BIA, Jack Eichstat of BOR, the state conservation department’s Alan Nelson,
and Indian leaders Fred Conners™ and Albert Whitebird from the Bad River Reservation
and Rose Duffy from the Red Cliff Reservation. Martin Hanson and Culver Prentice™
also attended, representing the recently formed Citizens’ Committee for an Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore. The Indian leaders were receptive to the broad outlines of the
proposal. Most importantly, Feil was enthusiastic, and this was perhaps the most significant
accomplishment of the meeting.**

Higher-level bureau staffs were also exposed to the proposal at the first meeting of

the North Central Field Committee® on Isle Royale in August. Regional directors of all

P Andrew Feil, a National Park Service planner out of the Philadelphia regional office
of the NPS, would play a critical role in lakeshore planning during the initial years. He was
highly supportive of the proposal.

“®Emmett Riley was superintendent of the Bureau of Indian Affairs office in Ashland.
Having grown up there, he knew the area and the Indians well. He represented the Indian
people with sensitivity and skill and kept them involved in every step in the proposal.

*1Fred Conners was a Bad River Chippewa Indian who was involved in and supportive
of the lakeshore throughout its entire history.

*Dr. B.C. Prentice was a highly respected Ashland physician who, prior to receiving his
medical degree, had been a professional forester with the U.S. Forest Service. Prentice, a
good friend of the Hansons, had a great deal of insight about the natural history of the
archipelago and personal knowledge of the local communities. Prentice, with the Hansons,
organized the Citizens Committee for an Apostle Isiands National Lakeshore and had
significant influence on the development and passage of the enabling legislation.

BJordahl, personal notes, 1964.

**The origins of field committees can be traced to the so-called "Pick-Sloan" plan for the
Missouri River Basin. In the mid-1940s, Col. Lewis Pick of the Army and Bureau Engineer
W. Glenn Sloan of the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation got together
over a bottle of bourbon in a St. Louis hotel and divided up responsibilities for the Missouri
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interior bureaus in the region, or their designees, were present. Martin Hanson narrated
a fifteen-minute movie of the area which he had produced. Planning efforts to date were
summarized for the group. The response was favorable.’®

To develop further interest and support at the top levels of the NPS, I held another
meeting to discuss the Apostle Islands and a system of national parks and lakeshores in the

upper Great Lakes region with NPS Director Conrad Wirth and staff members George

River basin. Congress concurred in the division. To implement the "Pick-Sloan" plan,
cooperation from other agencies was necessary. Thus the Missouri River Basin Inter-Agency
Committee (MRBIAC) was created with one represéntative from each federal department
and the governors of each of the ten states in the basin. The committee had no
administrative authority.

The interior representative to the MRBIAC found that he needed assistance from
other interior bureaus. For that reason the department’s Missouri River Basin Field
Committee was established. Funds were made available to the bureaus through river basin
planning appropriations. Again, the field committee had no direct line authority. The
committee was chaired by a regional coordinator appointed by the secretary.

Lack of coordination in river basin planning between interior bureaus was also evident
elsewhere, and field committees were established in all regions of the country except for the
Ohio River-Appalachian region and the upper Mississippi-western Great Lakes region.
Regional coordinators were appointed by the secretary. (Ottey Bishop of the Bureau of
Mines, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., May 12, 1967, with attached report entitled, "First
Field Commitiee Establishment,” by Leon Dupuy of the Bureau of Mines.)

In the 1960s, as a part of Udall’s strategy to bring the interior department east of the
Mississippi, field committees were established for these regions.

Although coordinators had no direct authority, the imprimatur of the secretary’s office
made the committees useful devices, especially when dealing with natural resource issues
that transcended bureau lines. This was especially true in comprehensive river basin
planning, a high priority for the Kennedy administration. It would also be important for the
Apostle Islands proposal, which involved at least seven interior bureaus: commercial
fisheries, sports fisheries and wildlife, outdoor recreation, the park service, Indian affairs,
the solicitor, the geological survey, and mines.

S¥Jordahl, personal notes, 1964.
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Hartzog, Theodor Swem’* and Ronald F. Lee’™, the director of the Philadelphia
regional office, which handled planning responsibilities for the Great Lakes region. In
contrast to his opposition in the 1930s, Wirth this time was favorably disposed toward the
Apostle Islands. In a letter to me, Lee noted, "Connie’s personal interest in that part of
the county is long standing and deep.”*

The Philadelphia office of the NPS got busy. The first preliminary draft plan for the
lakeshore, prepared by Feil, was completed in early September and marked "Not For Any
Release.” This plan proposed a national lakeshore of 294,000 acres (110,000 acres of land

and 184,000 acres of water). The report was enthusiastic.’”

President John F. Kennedy Comes to the Apostle Islands and Ashland

During the 1960 presidential primary campaign between Hubert H. Humphrey and
John F. Kennedy, Nelson had maintained a publicly neutral position, although it was widely
known that he favored Humphrey. Wisconsin Democrats often referred to Humphrey as
Wisconsin’s "third senator,” a reflection of personal fondness and a sharing of strong political
ideologies. The two contenders fought vigorously. Kennedy spent time in northern

Wisconsin. Louis Hanson recalls the primary:

*Theodor Swem was an assistant director of the National Park Service in Washington.
He supported the lakeshore.

*Ronald F. Lee was regional director of the National Park Service in Philadelphia. He
was well known in the NPS, was a recognized park service historian, and was an important
lakeshore supporter.

¥Ronald F. Lee, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., August 22, 1963.

**National Park Service, Report on Proposed_ Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,
Bayfield, Ashland, Iron Counties, Wisconsin {Philadelphia: U.S. Department of the Interior,
September 1963).
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During the "60 primary, Wisconsin was one of the crucial states and the whole

family campaigned. If you remember, Hubert Humphrey said that running

against the Kennedys is like an independent grocer running against the A &

P. There were Kennedys everywhere. Senator Kennedy was in Mellen, Bobby

[Kennedy] was in Mellen, his mother was in Ashland, [John. F.] Kennedy was

in Ashland on several occasions.... A lot of people have a lot of memories of

having met the soon-to-be president of the United States up in the area

because he was all over the place.’®
Although Kennedy won the primary, he lost Wisconsin in the November election.

After his 1962 election to the U.S. Senate, Nelson suggested that the president make
a nationa] conservation tour. Kennedy did and credited Nelson with the idea’* but a
political flap between factions of the Wisconsin Democratic Party, Nelson, and the White
House almost caused Wisconsin to be left off the tour agenda.

The dispute arose over earlier differences between the factions. The Democratic slate
for state offices in 1962 had included John Reynolds, then attorney general, for governor,
and Patrick Lucey for lieutenant governor. Both had been active Kennedy supporters in the
Wisconsin primary. Lucey and Reynolds and their close political advisor John Gronouski,
another Kennedy supporter, had in 1962 campaigned against the enacted "Nelson sales tax"
and were pledging its repeal if elected. After decades of debate on the sales tax, which
Democrats historically considered regressive, Nelson, facing a grave state fiscal crisis, had
given it his approval late in 1961. To have the issue raised by members of his own party in

a tough senate race was, to say the least, disturbing to Nelson. Although Nelson carried a

significant larger majority over Reynolds in the election, and Lucey lost, the political scars

*%J. Louis Hanson, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 27, 1985.

*"J.F.K." Hails Upstate Resource: U.S. Help Pledged to Develop Region,” Duluth News
Tribune, September 25, 1963,
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over the sales tax issue remained. Another disagreement arose shortly before the
presidential tour. The White House had contacted Nelson in a general way regarding
Gronouski, then Reynolds’s tax commissioner, but did not inform him that the president was
going to appoint him postmaster general. Normally, as a matter of courtesy, senators are
informed of such appointments. It's also a matter of pragmatic politics. Nelson was
understandably upset by the handling of the appointment when it was announced.*”

Nelson also had had another disagreement with the White House, Reynolds and
Lucey over the appointment of a federal judge to the seat in Wisconsin’s western district,
left vacant by the death of Judge Patrick Stone. Efforts by the two factions to influence U.S.
Attorney General Robert Kennedy and the White House had been going on for almost nine
months. Nelson favored James E. Doyle. In early September 1963, however, the president
had appointéd David Rabinovitz, an early and active Kennedy supporter in the 1960
Wisconsin primary.*

While these events were transpiring, the White House announced the details of the
president’s national conservation tour. Wisconsin was excluded. Nelson was upset!

William Bechtel, Nelson’s press secretary, recalls the disputes:

“»"Nelson Says JFK May Visit State,” Milwaukee Sentinel, September 10, 1963.

S$nKastenmeier Joins Nelson in Backing Doyle for Judge," Milwaukee Sentinel, March
16, 1963; "DeWitt Reported Judgeship Leader,” Milwaukee Sentinel, March 27, 1963; Cy
Rice, "Three Try to Stop DeWitt,” Milwaukee Sentinel, April 9, 1963; Rice, "Bob Kennedy
Still Opposed to Doyle,” Milwaukee Sentinel, April 10, 1963; Rice, "Five Still in Running
For Judgeship," Milwaukee Sentinel, April 19, 1963; "Hint Rabinovitz Top Judge Choice,’
Milwaukee Sentinel, June 6, 1963; "Rabinovitz Seems Choice for Judgeship," Milwaukee
Sentinel, July 12, 1963; "Rabinovitz Nominated as Federal Judge," Milwaukee Sentinel,
September 6, 1963; "Nelson Says J.F.K. May Visit State,” Milwaukee Sentinel, September
10, 1963; "1.F.K. Visit Definite: Nelson,” Milwaukee Sentinel, September 12, 1963.
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Senator Nelson was called by the White House one afternoon ... and was
asked what he thought of John Gronouski. John Gronouski was a brilliant
Ph.D. from Michigan State ... who Nelson had recruited and eventually made
tax commissioner.... When Nelson indicated that he was going to run for the
Senate,... John Reynolds indicated he was going to run for governor [and] he
recruited John Gronouski as his advisor. Reynolds and Gronouski
immediately proposed to repeal Nelson’s tax reform program (which in
Bechtel's opinion was Nelson’s greatest accomplishment as governor). There
is nothing more violent than political fights within political families, you know.
This just enraged Nelson, so he is down here a year or two later and the
White House calls and says, “What do you think of John Gronouski?” Biting
his tongue and digging his nails into his hands, he said, "Well, why do you want
to know?" They said they were just building a talent bank ... of people who
might be considered, so Neison then relaxed and gave them a very positive
description of John Gronouski, although he said he had this very sharp conflict
with him but that he was an outstanding person, a very able person and would
be great for anything they had in mind. Almost the next day ... he picks up the
paper and here he has been named postmaster general and, furthermore, that
Congressman Clem Zablocki from Wisconsin announced it in Milwaukee.
Nelson went to a cocktail party that night ... and he started talking ... and
saying, "By God, those Irishmen in the White House didn’t know what they
were getting into now." And that he was half Irish and he was going to give
them a piece of his mind and if they thought they were ever going to get that
guy confirmed they were crazy... We came into the office Monday morning
and these stories were coming back to us. Reporters were calling saying, "Is
Nelson going to fight the Gronouski nomination?" Which would have been a
dramatic story. At almost the same time, we got an invitation: Would Senator
Nelson be willing to come over to the White House and talk to the president?
I drove him over and sat out in the driveway, drumming on the steering wheel.
He came out [and] ... was very delighted that he had had a nice chat with the
president and that the president had pointed out that he had no idea that this
was happening -- "You can’t oversee everything your staff does. By the way,
senator," the president said, "I understand that you have requested that I come
up to northern Wisconsin and that my staff had turned it down. I want you to
know that I would love to come up there." And Nelson clapped me on the
knee and said, "You are supposed to call Jerry Bruno at the White House and
start making arrangements immediately.” From the moment of this
confrontation, everything fell into place. We worked with the White House,
we arranged the tour...™

*William Bechtel, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 4, 1985.
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Nelson had also hoped that the president would take a boat trip through the Bad .
River Indian Reservation in addition to the air tour.® A boat trip was ruled out, but the
Democrats had mended their fences and the president had come to Ashland to see and talk
about the Apostle Islands.™

The president’s visit had another salutary impact within the bureaucracy. Responding
to a request from the White House, I prepared a background statement on the proposal,
which at this time included three units: the islands (except Madeline), the Bayfield
Peninsula, and the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs. It also included the possible establishment
of a national monument on Madeline Island>” The statement was important in that it
once again alerted top policy makers in the Department of the Interior to the fact that
indeed there was a significant proposal out there and the president was interested.

Bechtel recalled the president’s visit: .

They ... flew out over the Kakagon Sloughs and along the Lake Superior

shoreline, landed in Ashland to a tumuituous celebration. As you know they

named the airport after him after he left.... It’s the greatest thing that ever

happened in that area. I had been asked to write a speech in advance. It

shows, again, the degree of cooperation. [The president] said that every day

that went by without considering this magnificent area for inclusion in our

park and recreation system was a day wasted and that it reminded him of

Cape Cod and things like that>*

Bechtel, in a summation of the trip, wrote:

“"President May Visit State Isles," "President Doesn’t Rule Out Side Trip to Wisconsin,”
Milwaukee Journal, September 10, 1963.

séPresident Will Talk at Ashland Stopover,” Milwaukee Journal, September 13, 1963;
"Visit to State to be Brief," Milwaukee Journal, September 19, 1963.

SHarold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Ruth Chance, September 9, 1963.
¥Bechtel, interviewed by Lidfors. .
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Senator Gaylord Nelson’s long campaign for conservation of natural resources
was suddenly thrust on the national scene by the dramatic conservation tour
by President Kennedy. For the first time since Theodore Roosevelt, a
president is vigorously sounding the alarm to preserve outdoor resources.

Joined by fifty of the nation’s top reporters and cameramen, mobbed by
throngs everywhere, the president marched across the northern and western
United States carrying his conservation message.

For Wiscousinites, the climax, of course, came at Ashland, in the shadows of
the Apostle Islands, where the president and his whirling retinue dropped out
of the sky in a fleet of army helicopters to find 10,000 cheering residents,
fighting to break a cordon of snow fences held up by state traffic patrolmen.

"This trip came about as a result of a suggestion by your junior senator,
Gaylord Nelson," said President Kennedy....

For a time, it looked as this might be just another day wasted. The Senate
was scheduled to vote on the crucial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty at the very
moment the presidential jet was to take off. Nelson, a strong backer of the
treaty, faced the prospect of missing out on the presidential tour.

But helped by some schedule juggling, Nelson and senators Humphrey and
Eugene McCarthy managed to vote for the treaty, then race to the White
House lawn to catch the presidential helicopter in time to link up with the big
plane.

Then weather tried to waste the day. Northern Wisconsin, decked out in
brilliant fall colors, was blanketed by a leaden sky. As the big plane neared
Duluth, thunder, lightning and drenching rain lashed the Lake Superior shore
which the president was to tour with Neison. Secret servicemen showed their
concern and Nelson aides faced the possibility of months of work being
washed out in a few minutes of grim luck. Actually, the breaks were all
favorable. The jet got to Duluth before the storm broke and the helicopter
armada promptly choppered off to the Apostle Islands and Ashland, which
somehow had missed the downpour.

In the presidential helicopter, Nelson ... and Martin Hanson gave the president
a solid briefing on the south shore area, the twenty-two islands and the
marshes. Kennedy called the miles of sand beaches as "bountiful as any I’ve
ever seen.” Just as Hanson was tetling him that this area was a nesting ground
for the fast-disappearing national bird, the bald eagle, two of the big birds rose
up from the marsh.
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Thén on to Ashland.’® .

+

There, two weeks of frantic work by those energetic brothers, Louis and Martin
Hanson, resulted in a smashing success. Five-hundred civic leaders "sat in chairs while one
of the biggest crowds Ashland has ever seen spread out across the meadows to view the first
visiting President since Calvin Coolidge in 1928 In a 1985 interview, Louis Hanson
reflected on the president’s trip to Ashland:

Yes, I was elected state [Democratic Party] chairman in June of 1963.
Gaylord had gone into the Senate in January of the same year. He was not
getting the response from the Kennedy administration on a number of things
that he thought he should. So he started voting on things that had nothing to
do with Wisconsin, the way the administration didn’t want him to vote. Larry
O’Brien [an assistant to the president] came over and asked him what was
going on. He said, "I have some things I would like to talk to the president
about." [{O’Brien replied,] "What kind of things?" And [Nelson] gave him
chapter and verse, but one of the main things that he wanted to talk to him
about was [for] the ... president of the United States to really go out and sell
the people of the United States, inform, teach ... about our out-of-door
resources and what was happening to them....

I got a call from the senator in the first part of July of *63 saying that he had
an appointment ... to see the president and he would like me to come along.
So ... I flew out there and went with Gaylord to the White House. {The
record is not clear, but this meeting was probably the same one referred to by
Bechtel earlier.] Gaylord gave him his pitch. We were with him for half an
hour, forty-five minutes. The proposal that the president take a trip -- the last
president to have done so was President Roosevelt -- and the president said
it sounded like a good idea and would Gaylord put together a letter spelling
out what he had in mind ... which Gaylord did.... The fact that the president
did come ... was a hell of a leg up and brought us national attention.... T was
designated to be in charge of the presidential visit... But here again we got
the current names of every county board member in nineteen counties in
northern Wisconsin. They got a formal invitation with the presidential seal on

**William Bechtel, The Nelson Newsletter, September 1963.
>Ibid.
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it.... We hoped to get 5,000 people for the president, we got over 10,000. The
biggest traffic jam in Ashland’s history, I'll tell you.>

Nelson also recalled the president’s trip:

It is a remote area. Not many people are aware of the Apostle Islands -- their
uniqueness as an archipelago in the Great Lakes. So when Kennedy did his
tour ... I persuaded him to fly over to Ashland. I flew with him along with
Hubert Humphrey and Gene McCarthy [a Democratic U.S. Senator from
Minnesota] from Washington to ... Pennsylvania and then to Duluth. His
remarks on the Apostle Islands were drafted in my office ... so we flew by
helicopter from Duluth.  Martin Hanson was in the plane with him.
Fortunately, as we were flying over, a bald eagle comes soaring off to one
side.... We landed; there was a big crowd. He gave a speech, including an
endorsement of the idea of saving the Apostle Islands, so that kind of got it
at the presidential level and, of course it would be noticed by the park service
and everybody eise [emphasis added]. Then the president was assassinated

Louis’ brother, Martin, in a 1989 interview said:

I was the tour director.... Well, we started off in the helicopters and ... the
phone rang from the pilot. We were to tour the islands first, and then go to
Ashland. The pilot told the president that ... there were storm clouds
gathering over Ashland and maybe they should go there first because the
crowd is bigger than anticipated... And so John Kennedy asked me, "Should
we go in there first?" 1 said, "Well, let’s take the short sweep around the
islands...." Let the press helicopters land first.” 1 think he gained an
appreciation; there were numerous sailboats out of Bayfield, out around
Madeline Island, and of course he sailed Cape Cod, and then he started to
understand better the recreational opportunities and the protection of the
islands.... We actually [on] Long Island ... saw a black bear running on the
beach ... and a pair of eagles flying over the mouth of the Bad River; so those
kinds of things he hadn’t been subjected to a lot ... and [he] realized that there
was a potential for not just sailing recreation, but for wild lands and for the
appreciation of the beauty of the area. And when we landed in Ashland he
was well received and when we went back to Duluth he said he appreciated
the trip and saw the value of why Gaylord was quite insistent that he go
there.™

1), Louis Hanson, interviewed by Lidfors.
*?Nelson, interviewed by Lidfors.

**Martin Hanson, interviewed by Jordahl.
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The president’s speech emphasized the national need to preserve natural resources. .

He did not endorse the lakeshore per se, but did say, "We, with you in this state and with
your governor, will work closely to develop the resources of northern Wisconsin so this area
can rise and provide a life for its people and an attraction for people all over the Middle
West." He coupled the- seeming incongruit)f of preservation and development by noting the
economic hardships the region faced, his efforts to deal with these issues through area
redevelopment programs, conservation, rural development and increased fisheries research
-- "all important parts of my program for rural America ... and we have the brightest hopes
in this section of Wisconsin for the development of outdoor recreation facilities. If promptly
developed, recreational activities and now national park, forest and recreation areas can
bolster your economy and provide pleasure for millions of people....”

The president went on to say,

The precise manner in which these resources are used, land and water, is of
the greatest importance. There is a need for comprehensive local, state,
regional and national planning. I think you are fortunate in this state, because
of Gaylord’s work and because of John Reynolds’ work, you have made a
detailed study of the resource development potential of its resources.
[Reynolds had provided the president with the plan, which was released at a
press conference later that evening.] You are also fortunate in having
underway a $50 million program for acquiring recreational resources.

Lake Superior, the Apostle Islands, the Bad River area, are all unique. They
are worth improving for the benefit of sportsmen and tourists... Lake
Superior has a beauty that millions can enjoy. These islands are part of our
American heritage. In a very real sense they tell the story of the development
of this country. The vast marshes of the Bad River are a rich resource
providing a home for a tremendous number and varied number of wild
animals. In fact, the entire northern Great Lakes area, with its vast inland sea,
its 27,000 lakes, and thousands of streams, is a central and significant part of
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the fresh water assets of this country and we must act to preserve these
assets,”

The Superior Evening Telegram described the president as “impressed by white sand
beaches gracing the shoreline of the world’s biggest fresh water lake and [he] commented
that the Apostles reminded him of Cape Cod.”

During the course of his visit, the president asked Nelson what the Apostle Islands
would cost, and Nelson in turn asked me. I made a ball-park estimate of $4 million to $5
million. Nelson reported this to the president, who indicated that that posed no problem.
Nelson was quoted in an Associated Press story saying, "The President was astounded at the
modest amount needed to purchase the isiands, which the Senator said was the bargain price
of $500,000."*¢ The Milwaukee Journal reported the costs as $250,000 to $750,000. These
estimates did not match the estimate given the president, but the point had been made that
the Apostle Islands project was not costly.

The benefits as a result of the president’s visit were enormous. Interior Secretary
Udall and Agriculture Secretary Freeman accompanied the president on his visit to the
Apostles. Although Freeman was familiar with the area, it was Udall’s first visit. Under
their leadership, joint interior and agriculture department wild rivers studies were underway
in the region, including a study on the nearby St. Croix and Namekagon rivers. Plans for

a Voyageurs National Park in Minnesota were being formulated. Udall began to see the

**Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy (Washington:

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1964), pp. 707-9.
*"Park Idea Is Eyed Favorably," The Superior Evening Telegram, September 25, 1963,

**Harvey Breuscher, "J.F.K. Sees State Islands, Backs Park,” Wisconsin State Journal,
September 25, 1963.
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value of a system of national areas in the upper Great Lakes. Governor Reynolds and a
myriad of public officials were in attendance during Kennedy’s visit. Both Bad River and
Red CIliff tribal leaders had seats on the podium. Wisconsin conservation commissioners
attended, and an enthusiastic crowd of thousands of people heard the president’s words.
The only notable person missing was the congressman from the district, Alvin E. O’Konski,
who could not attend "because the tax bill is being considered in the House of
Representatives.”” The president’s visit had given the idea of a "national park” in the
Apostle Islands region a tremendous boost. Media coverage, in the region and nationaily,
was enormous.

After the Ashland stop, the president went to Duluth, where he was met at the airport
by a crowd of more than 1,000 people; an enthusiastic crowd of 50,000 lined the streets to
observe the motorcade as it traveled to his hotel. He was kicking-off a two-day "Northern
Great Lakes Land and People Conference” organized by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. That evening, in the gymnasium at the University of Minnesota-Duluth,
Kennedy spoke to 5,000 people on the problems and the opportunities people faced in the
region. One specific recommendation would have significant implications for the lakeshore
and a system of national parks in the upper Great Lakes.

The Duluth News Tribune reported:

He urged the governors of Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin to develop a
plan similar 10 that in operation by Appalachian States Governors working
together across state borders to develop a regional program for action,... "and
I would like nothing better than to sit down with the leaders of Michigan,
Wisconsin and Minnesota to discuss a similar program for development in the

*"Duluth News Tribune, September 24, 1963.
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. appointed chair. A progress report was requested by July 1, 1964, followed by further
reports every three months until the assignment was completed.
The study was to:
1. Prepare a management and development plan.
2. Estimate costs.
3. Analyze economic impacts, including impacts on property taxes.

4. Analyze land ownership and tenure and undertake a complete analysis of these
factors as they relate to Indian lands.

5. Document the relationship of the area to the Recreation Advisory Council’s
"Policy Circular No. 1."

6. Study the relationship of the proposed area to other proposed federal recreation
areas in the upper Great Lakes region.

7. Develop draft legislation to authorize the area as a unit of the national park

. systern.>”

8. Provide for the equitable treatment of Indian interests.
Letters were also sent to the governor and the two tribal chairs asking them to
designate representatives to serve on the subcommittee; in addition to the tribal chair, one

additional member of each tribe was to serve.’™

*] had repeatedly debated this provision with Bureau of Outdoor Recreation staff.
Traditionally, field-level reports were submitted to Washington for review; a policy decision,
if favorable, was followed by the drafting of legislation. Substantial changes can occur
between field-level recommendations and legislative proposals. I simply wanted to ensure
as much control over the legislative process as possible.

s%Stewart Udall, memorandum to the undersecretary, the assistant secretary for public
lands management, the assistant secretary for fish and wildlife, the administrative assistant
secretary, the solicitor and the director, and Resources Program Staff, April 4, 1964, Stewart
Udall, letters to Alex F. Roye, chair of the Red CIiff Tribal Council; Fred Connors, chair
. of the Bad River Tribal Council; and Governor John W. Reynolds, April 4, 1964.
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excluded?® I was also surprised that he was willing to delegate the lead to NPS. 1
responded to the recommendation with detailed changes, the most important being the
creation of a field-level subcommittee to prepare the report to be chaired by myself>™
Caulfield’s response to Crafts indicated that a "full-scale” study was not necessary, and that
the study committee under my leadership should be established.” To keep the pressure
on, I prepared a letter to Udall for Nelson’s signature urging departmental action.>”
Another month passed, and then on March 6, 1964, Crafts reversed Shanklin and
wrote Udall recommending that I chair a special subcommittee to undertake a “"full-scale”
study. He cautioned the secretary that the state had interests in the area, that there were

Indian concerns, and that the analyses of the relationship to the criteria were

3

inconclusive.’” He also wrote Nelson informing him of the action”” But nearly a

month would pass before Udall signed a memorandum on April 4, 1964, establishing the
subcommittee, which was to consist of representatives from BIA, NPS, BOR, BSF&W, the

regional office of the solicitor, the state of Wisconsin, and the two tribal councils. I was

**Director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, memorandum to the U.S. Secretary
of the Interior, through Assistant Secretary Carver, January 8, 1984,

*®Jordahl, personal notes, January 8, 1964.

'Henry P. Caulfield, memorandum to the assistant director of the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, January 20, 1964.

"?Gaylord A. Nelson, letter to Stewart Udall, February 11, 1964,

*Edward Crafts, memorandum to Stewart Udall, through the assistant secretary for
public lands management, March 6, 1964.

*MStewart Udall, letter to Gaylord A. Nelson, April 4, 1964.
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Program Staff again argued for the establishment of a subcommittee. Shanklin ended the
meeting and indicated that a memorandum authorizing additional study would be prepared
for the secretary of the interior.*®

Crafts, in January 1964, circulated to the bureaus a draft memorandum to the
secretary that was not encouraging. Crafts stressed the state’s intense interest in the Apostle
Islands area, as evidenced by the newly authorized Big Bay State Park, dock construction
on Stockton Island, comprehensive state recreation planning in the area and the state’s
interest in acquiring Oak, Outer and Otter islands. Moreover, the federal Area
Redevelopment Administration was financing studies of economic development
opportunities on the Bad River and Red Cliff Indian reservations. Apparently BOR had
been in touch with the Wisconsin Conservation Department, which now had broadened its
acquisition plans to include two additional islands in the state forest.

The memorandum was obviously designed to placate state concerns. With the
passage of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LAWCON), state park agencies would
be BOR’s natural constituency, and Crafts wished to maintain good relations with the state
conservation department. He further indicated that the preliminary NPS plan, and my draft
analysis of the relationship of the area ﬁ) federal criteria, were inconclusive. He
recommended that a study committee be formed under the leadership of the National Park
Service, including representatives of BIA, BSF&W, BOR, and the Wisconsin Conservation

Department, which would undertake a field study to be completed by July 1, 1964. I was

%®Bureau of Outdoor Recreation field coordination assistant, memorandum to Henry
P. Caulfield, December 18, 1963.
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The report was presented to bureau representatives on December 6, 1964. John
Shanklin, the assistant director of the recreation bureau, raised a series of questions and
objections. In spite of the fact that the report strongly recommended a recreation area, it
was not clear to him if the area should be a recreation area, a national park, or a national
monument.’® Furthermore, he argued that BOR had not yet made a determination on
whether the area met the criteria for national recreation area status. He also had concerns
regarding the Indian lands. In spite of the fact that Roderick Riley, a special assistant to
Bureau of Indian Affairs Commissioner Philleo Nash, indicated that the question of Indian
lands could be worked out satisfactorily, Shanklin was not persuaded. He also felt that each
island and the mainland area needed to be carefully analyzed to determine if preservation
or recreational use was to be more significant. Shanklin grabbed the ball by indicating that
the initiative was now with the BOR, and that he would call a meeting of bureau
representatives in the near future.’”

In the next meeting, Shanklin continued his objections and questioned further the
priority the area should have, particularly in view of administration efforts at the time to
reduce federal spending. He and NPS representative Joe Carithers urged further field
investigations. Riley and a new member of the team, Tom Schrader of the Bureau of Sports

Fish & Wildlife (BSF&W), urged immediate action. Gordon E. Joslyn of the Resources

Selection, Establishment and Administration of National Recreation Areas, U.S. Department
of the Interior, March 26, 1963.

**The report also recommended the establishment of a forty to eighty-acre national
monument on Madeline Island to recognize, preserve and interpret the significant
archeological and historical values there.

*Gordon E. Joslyn, memorandum to Henry P. Caulfield, December 10, 1963.
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a bill ready for introduction early in 1964. I believed that it was incumbent upon the
Interjor Department to act to prepare a plan and legislation for the end of the year’®
In spite of my urgings, BOR threw up roadblocks, and understandably so, as it had
responsibilities, assigned by the secretary, for new area planning. At a Washington, D.C,,
meeting in October, I had to agree to prepare a preliminary analysis of the relationship of
the area to Recreation Advisory Council "Policy Circular No. 1,” which governed the
selection of new federal recreation areas. The interior bureau representatives could not
agree, however, on whether the Apostle Islands should be a state project or a national area.
BOR, however, did insist on reserving the right to make the final judgment as to whether
or not it qualified for national status’® In spite of BOR’s position, the NPS office in
Philadelphia contended that the three-unit lakeshore had national potential >
After the meeting, I prepared a detailed twenty-eight page single-spaced report with
twenty-four citations; obviously I reached the conclusion that the area qualified. [
recommended the early authorization of the project by Congress. This report was probably
the most detailed analysis of the relationship of an area to Recreation Area Council criteria

that had been made to date’®

?Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Henry P. Caulfield, October 1, 1963.
*Henry P. Caulfield, memorandum to Stewart Udall, October 23, 1963.

**National Park Service assistant regional director, memorandum to the acting area
director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, October 11, 1963.

*Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to the directors of the Resources Program Staff,
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the National Park Service, and the Commissioner
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, December 4, 1963, with attached Preliminary Draft:

Relationship of the Proposed Apostle Islands Region National I akeshore to Recreation
Advisory Council Policy Circular No. 1, Federal Executive Branch Policy Governing the
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The Struggle to Control Planning For the Apostle Islands

During his visit to the Apostle Islands, Kennedy had described the area as a
tremendous and unique natural resource and had pledged the assistance of the federal
government. But eight months would _lapse before the Department of the Interior
formalized a planning process for the area. The assassination of the president later that fall
may have accounted for part of the confusion and bureaucratic delay in the department.
But an ongoing struggle to control the planning task within the Department of the Interior
accounted for most of the delay.

Shortly after the president’s visit, 1 submitted a memorandum to Henry
P.Caulfield,”® the director of the Resources Program Staff, urging that a subcommittee of
the North Central Field Committee be established by the secretary to develop the plan. I
also argued that I knew the area intimately, had worked with Nelson on the initial proposal,
and was under pressure from local citizens who wanted action. Neither the National Park
Service nor the Bureau of Recreation had personnel familiar with the area, nor were they
acquainted with Governor Reynolds and key state political leaders and legislators. We were
assuming that state legislation had to be enacted and such legislation had to come in the fall

of 1963; otherwise the legislature would adjourn until 1965. 1 stressed that Nelson wanted

*'Charles H. Stoddard, who had persuaded me to join the Resource Program Staff, came
from northern Wisconsin and knew the Apostle Islands. Udall appointed him director of
the Bureau of Land Management, and Henry Caulfield became the policy staff director.

Both Stoddard and Caulfield would be highly supportive of the Apostle Islands National
Lakeshore.
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Regional Commission {(UGLRC), authorized by the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965

In his speeches, the president had linked tourism, parks, and conservation with
economic development. The theme was to be reiterated time and time again during the
two-day conference. Regional approaches were stressed. Out of this, and the subsequent
work of the UGLRC, the concept of a system of "star attractions" in the northern Great
Lakes region was reinforced. The system would include the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
in Minnesota, six national forests in the three states, Isle Royale National Park in Michigan,
Grand Portage National Monument in Minnesota, the proposed national lakeshores at
Sleeping Bear Dunes and Pictured Rocks in Michigan and the Apostle Islands in Wisconsin,
a new Voyageurs National Park in Minnesota, and a National Wild and Scenic River on the
St. Croix-Namekagon and Wolf rivers in Wisconsin. The “star attractions” were to be major
inducements for increased tourism and tourism spending in the region (see Appendix One,
Map 4). Economic development and new national parks were being tightly linked together.
More importantly, a bipartisan political consensus was developing which would lead to
UGLRC support for the new proposals, including the Apostle Islands, as they began to wend

their way through Congress.

S0 A coalition of senators from New England, the upper Great Lakes, the Coastal Plains,
and the Ozarks had, in 1965, pressured the White House to amend their bill authorizing an
Appalachian Regional Commission to permit similar federal-state commissions for other
lagging regions. The White House was not willing to amend the bill, but an understanding
was reached that a new public works and economic development bill, then being drafted,
would provide for similar commissions in other parts of the United States. Nelson was a
key proponent in urging the amendment to deal with human, economic and resource
problems in the upper Great Lakes region.
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Upper Lake States Area.” The President also announced that "to further

improve federal participation I have directed the Department of the Interior

to establish a North Central Field Committee with headquarters in

Minneapolis and St. Paul."*

That fact that the field committee was noted in the remarks of the president would
be most useful to me in later years in dealing with the numerous federal and state agencies
involved in the lakeshore, some of which would prove to be obstinate.

The president’s speech also noted that unemployment in the region was more than
double the national average. "The economy of a region that should be prospering has
reflected instead a series of economic setbacks as mines and mills shut down or curtailed
their operations.... Our goal," he said, "is the full employment of both the natural and
human resources which this area still possess in abundance.”

Advocates for the national lakeshore would use these statements in stressing the
economic impacts of parks and lakeshores in the region.

The president had skillfully placed conservation and resource development at the top
of the national agenda for lagging regions of the United States and pledged the help of the
federal government. Minnesota Governor Karl F. Rolvaag, Wisconsin Governor John
Reynolds, and a representative for Michigan Governor George Romney were also quoted

as supporting a united effort for the solution of the economic problems of the region. The

foundations were being laid for what eventually was to become the Upper Great Lakes

**Prepared Text of President Kennedy’s Address at University of Minnesota-Duluth
Tuesday Night," Duluth News Tribune, September 25, 1963. _

**Ibid.
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] .

Although not explicit in Udall’s memorandum, a consensus had developed among the
local communities, the Indians, and Nelson and within the Interior Department that the area
to be studied consisted of the three units. Agreement had not been reached on a national
monument on Madeline Island. Specific boundaries were to be delincated when the
detailed planning was complete.

National and Multi-State Planning and the Apostle Islands

The timing for the lakeshore could not have been better. The building blocks for a
vastly expanded national parks and recreation system had been put in place in the late 1950s,
through such initiatives as the OQur Fourth Shore Studies of the NPS, the work of the federal
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission {ORRRC), and the initial steps taken
by the NPS to develop a national plan. These reports and programs would give lakeshore
proponents powerful arguments to use in persuading the public, Congress, and federal and
state bureaucrats that the lakeshore was a legitimate, worthy, and necessary addition to the
national park system.

In the 1950s the NPS dramatized the lack of significant public access to the shorelines
and waters of the Great Lakes system; of the approximately 4,000 miles of mainland
shoreline, only 497 miles were in some type of public ownership. The Qur Fourth Shore
Study’” identified some 426 additional miles as possessing important opportunities for

outdoor recreation. In Wisconsin, areas identified as needing protection by public

*”National Park Service, Remaining Shoreline Opportunities in Minnesota, Wisconsin,
IMinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Pennsylvania, New York (Washington: U.S. Department

of the Interior, 1959), pp. 2, 21, 39-41, 45-147; Our Fourth Shore: Great Lakes Shoreline
Recreation Area Survey (Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior, 1959).
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Six months had passed since the presidential visit, and almost two years had gone by
since the Bad River Tribal Council resolution had been submitted, before the Department
of the Interior formally embarked on a study of the Apostle Islands region. The delay could
be attributed to a number of things: 1) the assassination of President Kennedy, which made
agencies and bureau chiefs uncertain of their tenure in office; 2) uncertainty as to whether
or not the Kennedy initiatives would be continued; 3) although the BOR had recreation area
planning responsibilities, it was a new agency and was still working out its relationship with
the National Park Service, which historically did new area planning; 4) additional
appropriations to federal recreation agencies and a new grant-in-aid program, LAWCON,
were not yet authorized and funds were scarce; 5) concern as to whether or not the area
qualified for national status; 6) the number of new seashores and lakeshores being proposed
as additions to the national park system and the need for assurances that rigid criteria were
being applied; 7) my inexperience at the federal level and my obvious strong bias favoring
national status for the area; 8) the fact that field committees had not been involved in new
recreation area planning; 9) the state’s numerous interests in the area; and 10) uncertainties
regarding the incorporation of Indian lands into the proposal.

In spite of the long delays, the charge from Udall was clear and explicit. A complete
study was to be done. The professional staff resources in the interior bureaus were now
available for the effort, and the Indians and the state were to be full participants. Perhaps
most importantly, Udall’s charge implicitly recognized that the area had national status; he

requested that draft legislation be prepared authorizing the area as a unit of the national

park system.
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acquisition included several small units on the Bayfield Peninsula, Stockton Island, the Brule
River, and the Lake Superior shoreline west of the mouth of the Brule. The potential
national significance of the "Bad River marshes" was recognized by a recommendation for
further study.

In Minnesota, a "parkway-like" development was proposed for U.S. Highway 61,
which paralleled Lake Superior north of Duluth to the Canadian border. The Fourth Shore
study also recognized the potential national significance of Pigeon Point, Grand Portage, and
the lands along the Pigeon River west to the boundary of the Superior National Forest and
recommended an enlargement of Split Rock State Park.

The study also noted the potential national significance of the Indiana Dunes. In the
Upper Peninsula of Michigan, thirteen areas with a combined shoreline of 195 miles on Lake
Superior were selected for public recreation. The potential national significance of the
Huron Mountains and Pictured Rocks was recognized. Along the lower Great Lakes,
another twenty-seven sites totaling 100 miles were recommended on lakes Huron, Michigan,
St. Claire, and Erie. Sleeping Bear Dunes was identified as having significant national
potential. A “scenic shore drive" along forty-five miles of U.S. Highway 2 west of the Straits
of Mackinac was also urged. Although the studies were basically an inventory, the
recognition of potential national significance in two sites in the northern Great Lakes region
was important for the Apostle Islands.5™
The U.S. Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources was to push the

idea of seashores and lakeshores even further. The chairman, Senator Robert S. Kerr, an

8lbid.
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Oklahoma Democrat, highlighted the need in his transmittal letter to the committee’s
report: "These [NPS recommendations] suggest that we should consider taking steps for the
acquiring of 15 percent of our general ocean and major inland water shoreline; about 6 1/2
percent are presently in Federal and State ownership for public recreation purpos;:s along
our Atlantic and Gulf coasts...." In the report to the committee the park service had urged
legislation to effect a program of seashore and lakeshore preservation and use.””

The ORRRC summary report, accompanied by twenty-seven appendices, constituted
the most massive study of outdoor recreation ever conducted by the federal government.
The recommendations were of significance to the Apostle Islands. First, and most
importantly, the report called for a vastly expanded public outdoor recreatiﬁn effort at all
governmental levels. Second, it recognized water as a focal point of outdoor recreation.
Third, it noted the econcomic benefits of outdoor recreation. Fourth, | the report
recommended immediate action on the part of federal, state, and local governments for the
acquisition of shoreline areas. Fifth, a new agency, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, was
to be established to coordinate planning and to administer a new grants-in-aid program
known as LAWCON. The report also highlighted the need for access to the Great Lakes

shoreline, where demand was great but public access scarce.’® Shoreline needs, problems,

®Water Resources Activities in the United States: Water Recreation Needs in the
United States, U.S. Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources, Committee

Print No. 17, Eighty-Sixth Congress, 2nd Session (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, May 1960), pp. 111, 4.

*¥0utdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Qutdoor Recreation for America:
A Report to the Congress by the QOutdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission
(Washington: U.S. Superintendent of Documents, 1962), pp. 1-10, 70.
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. and programs were discussed in a detailed appendix, which summarized each state’s
program. For Wisconsin, the report noted the unique biotic diversity of the Bad River
marshes,* /

Although the appendices were not formally approved by the federal outdoor
recreation commission, they would influence public opinion and public policy. One
appendix gave even greater credence to Great Lakes recreational needs. "Not one of the
Great Lakes states ranks above the national average in federal recreation lands (relative to
the total state area) and purchases by the federal government would have the advantageous
result of spreading national facilities throughout the nation."*

Another appendix recognized that most shoreline needs would have to be met by
state and local governments because they would primarily serve local people, but the need

. for federal involvement was recognized in the call for acquisition of the few remaining areas
of national significance.”

When he established the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Udall assigned it recreation

planning responsibilities and transferred the functions of the Nationwide Planning and

Cooperative Services of the National Park Service to the new bureau. He did, however,

10utdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Shoreline Recreation Resources
of the Uni tates. A Report to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
ORRRC Study Report 4 (Washington: U.S. Superintendent of Documents, 1962), pp. 142-3.

**Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Trends in American Living and
Outdoor Recreation: A Report to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
ORRRC Study Report 22 (Washington: U.S. Superintendent of Documents, 1962), p. 77.

**QOutdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Federal Agencies and Qutdoor
Recreation: A Report to the Qutdgor Recreation resources Review Commission, ORRRC

. Study Report 13 (Washington: U.S. Superintendent of Documents, 1962).
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permit the NPS to publish in 1964 a report titled Parks for America, which was in draft form
at the time BOR was created. In the foreword he made it clear that the report represented
only the views of the NPS and did not necessarily reflect the views of BOR™
Nonetheless, the views and recommendations of the NPS would continue to carry weight and
would be useful to proponents of a "national system" in the upper Great Lakes.

The NPS report recommended the establishment of the Pictured Rocks and Sleeping
Bear Dunes national lakeshores in Michigan, further study of the Huron Mountains in the
Upper Peninsula of Michigan and a Lake Superior Shoreline Parkway extending from
Superior, Wisconsin, to Sault St. Marie, Michigan. In Wisconsin, the report urged the
establishment of a National Ice Age Scientific Reserve as well as state action to protect Oak
Island in the Apostles and the Bad River marshes. State protection for recreational
purposes was also urged for the Brule, Flambeau, Namekagon, St. Croix and Wolf rivers.

In Minnesota the report called for further study of the national significance of the
Kabetogama Lake region (which eventually became Voyageurs National Park) and a Pigeon
Point Indian Park at Grand Portage.””.

Challenged by exciting new presidential and interior secretarial leadership, the
establishment of BOR, and proposals for a massive infusion of new funds through
LAWCON, Congress began to respond. National seashores were authorized at Cape Cod,

Massachusetts in 1961, and Point Reyes, California, and Padre Island, Texas in 1962

**National Park Service, Parks for America: A Survey of Park and Related Resources

in the Fifty States and A Preliminary Plan (Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior,
1964}, pp. V-VL

thid., pp. 265-83; 329-35.
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. Sleeping Bear Dunes, Indiana Dunes, Pictured Rocks, and the Ice Age National Scientific
Reserve were also being considered by Congress in 1962.°% In no small measure, Udall
was the motivating force behind this exciting new era in national parks development. Early
in his administration he met nightly with his advisors to consider two items, the national
parks and seashores and Indian affairs. His objective was to "double the acreage of the NPS
in eight years.™ He was well on his way to meeting that goal.

The concept of a system of "star attractions” in the northern Great Lakes was taking
hold. The proposed new additions to the national park system, existing national forests and
parks, and adjacent parks in Canada -- Quetico Provincial Park along with Lake Superior
Provincial Park and Pukaska National Park and the recently completed road along the north
shore of Lake Superior in Ontario -- in effect constituted a "national recreation system plan”

. for the region. Not only did the "plan" make conceptual sense, but it would be enormously
important in achieving strong political support from the congressional delegations from the
three states. Moreover, significant economic benefits to the region would be associated with
tourism if the national areas could be promoted as a great national system equaling those
of the western states.”™

Park service planners picked up on this idea in their first draft plan by noting that

the Apostle Islands “stand as a major attraction, ‘a grand tour system of parks and

*Ibid., pp. VII-IX.

*Henry Caulfield, "The Conservation and Environmental Movements: An Historical

Analysis," in Environmental Politics and Policy, edited by James P. Lester (Durham: Duke
University Press, 1989), p. 28.

*¥Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., personal notes, 1963; Ronald F. Lee, letter to Jordahl, August

. 22, 1963.
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recreation areas," and when tied together, the system would "greatly facilitate tourism.”* .
The preliminary draft analysis of the relationship of the lakeshore to federal recreation area
criteria also strongly endorsed a multi-state regional approach to new national areas in the
upper Great Lakes.™
The regionally based approach to national recreation areas was reinforced by Udall
in a speech in Madison, Wisconsin, in 1964 in which he declared, "The NPS has no real
foothold in the upper Great Lakes region... The Midwest has been passed by, so I have
assigned a special task force (the subcommittee of the North Central Field Committee) to
study which areas should be preserved.™ He also noted that a national wild and scenic
rivers study was currently underway on the St. Croix-Namekagon and Wolf rivers, and that
additional studies were underway on the Apostle Islands, the Ice Age reserve, Voyageurs
National Park, and the proposed lakeshores in Michigan. .
In the following years the concept was advanced repeatedly. The Northern Great
Lakes Resource Development Committee, an influential three-state citizens’ group
organized and staffed by the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Service,
followed up on the "Land and People Conference” held in Duluth in 1963 and pushed these

national proposals with vigor.™

**National Park Service, Preliminary Draft Plan for Apostle Islands National I akeshore
(Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior, October 1963).

*®Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to U.S. Department of the Interior bureau chiefs,
December 4, 1963.

*'Gene Divine, "Areas Studied for Midwest Parks: Udall for Midwest Sites,” Milwaukee
Sentinel, April 4, 1964.

"3 National Parks Urged for Tri-State Region," Duluth News Tribune, May 22, 1964. .
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The interior subcommittee report emphasized the relationship of the Apostles to
recreation in the larger upper Great Lakes region and stated that "the Apostle Islands
region will fit nicely into a system of national areas on the Great Lakes and will
complement other public outdoor recreation projects at inland sites."™*

Each iteration of master plans for the lakeshore also called attention to its
relationship to a regional system of national areas. Although not known as a
"preservationist,” even Alvin E. (’Konski, the veteran congressman from the district, would
eventually note that the greatest weakness in the 119-county area represented by the Upper
Great Lakes Regional Commission was the lack of national parks, like the Apostles, with
which to attract tourists.”™ Most importantly, on two occasions (August 28, 1967, and
September 4, 1968) the UGLRC, which now consisted of three Republican governors,
passed resolutions in support of the lakeshore.™ Drawing on the earlier regional park

concepts, a plan or strategy for outdoor recreation in the region had been prepared by this

commission and submitted to Congress in the commission’s annual report of 1969:

3U.S. Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,
Bayfield and Ashland Counties, Wisconsin (Washington: March 1965), pp. XII-XIII.

" Apostle Istands Project OK Seen," Milwaukee Sentinel, July 30, 1968.

**Thomas Francis was appointed by Lyndon Johnson as the first federal co-chair of the
Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission. Later, I was appointed by the president as
alternate federal co-chair. Shortly before the 1968 presidential election, Francis moved to
the Economic Development Administration. I continued to serve as alternate and acting
federal co-chair until May 1970, when I joined the University of Wisconsin faculty. In these
respective positions, | was able to continue to be actively involved in the planning and
political process for a lakeshore.
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A principal strategy ... is to create a network of natural and historic areas that
would have a national appeal to the higher spending, mobile tourists. Most .
immediately, this means gaining Congressional approval of the proposed

Sleeping Bear Dunes and Apostle Islands National Lakeshores and the

Voyageurs National Park, along with accelerated acquisition and development

of authorized projects. Improvement of the national monument and working

with the Indians to establish an Indian park on the Grand Portage Indian

Reservation in Minnesota is also proposed.

This network will comprise natural areas of national significance. In addition
to the proposals listed above, the network would be made up of the following
already established areas: Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore, Sylvania
Recreation Area, and Isle Royale National Park, all in Michigan; the Ice Age
National Scientific Reserve in Wisconsin; the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
in Minnesota; the St. Croix and Namekagon National Wild Rivers in
Minnesota and Wisconsin and the Wolf River in Wisconsin.

These attractions will gain the region national recognition as a place of
outstanding beauty and recreational appeal. The additional visitors that such
facilities would attract {for four proposed new areas, an estimated 5.8 million
per year) would have impact initially in the commercial tourist field.
However, such attractions would also make the Region a better place in which
to live, thus attracting additional residential and manufacturing growth. .

In addition, creation of the four proposed new areas would, over time, bring
into the region an estimated $84 miliion in federal funds for acquisition and
development. An important supplement to the network is the system of state
and local parks which is undergoing continual expansion and
improvement>*

Furthermore, the commission had proposed to the administration a supplemental

funding request for fiscal year 1970° to accelerate the acquisition and development of key

*Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission, Development Strategies: Upper Great
Lakes Region (Washington, D.C., January 1969), pp. 15-16.

*"The request for supplemental funding was denied. The great promises of the so-called
"Title V" commissions (Ozarks, Upper Great Lakes, New England, and Four Corners) were
never achieved largely because of spending on the Vietnam War. The Appalachian
Regional Commission, organized earlier under a special act with sophisticated bipartisan
political support, was able in each budget year to capture the bulk of the appropriations
allocated to regional commissions. The Nixon administration unsuccessfully attempted to .
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facilities in the authorized national network and those which were expected to be authorized
in 1970.%%

The UGLRC followed up on the "star attractions" concept with a proposed highway
network that would permit tourists to travel on the most scenic roads in the region, "an
alternative to moving from one grand recreation experience, along the typical roadside
clutter and billboards, to the next great site.” In other words, the plan called for a
recreation experience at the great sites and scenic touring® It was patterned after
Martin’s much earlier grand scheme for a western highway system that would tie all the
western parks into "one grand touring circuit”,%

The UGLRC plans, strategies, and resolutions were significant. During the period
that the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore was under debate in Congress, the following
governors were involved with or served on the commission: Warren Knowles of Wisconsin;
Karl F. Rolvaag and Harold LeVander of Minnesota; and George Romney and William

Milliken of Michigan. The federal co-chair and acting federal co-chair, both appointees of

abolish the commissions. Not until the 1981 Tax Reduction and Budget Reconciliation Act
of the Reagan administration were conservatives able to abolish “Title V" commissions. In
spite of the Reagan initiative, the Appalachian Regional Commission was able to survive.

**This was noted in the statement of Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., Acting Federal Co-Chair
of the Upper Great Lakes Regional Commission, during a hearing on S. 621 before the
Subcommiitee on Parks and Recreation of the U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, Ninety-First Congress, First Session (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1969), pp. 57-68.

Institute for Environmental Studies and Recreation Resources Center, Upper Great

Lakes Regional Recreation Study: Part S, Scenic Highway System, University of Wisconsin-
Madison, 1974.

“Foresta, America’s National Parks, p. 27.
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the president, reflected the administration’s position. Even with a change in the national
administration from Johnson to Nixon, the new federal co-chair of the UGLRC, Alfred E.
France, vigorously supported the "star attraction” concept and the lakeshore.*

The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation eventually subscribed to the concept when
Assistant Director Daniel Ogden finally approved the analysis of the relationship of the
lakeshore to Recreation Advisory Council criteria. (Ogden previously had been on the
Resources Program Staff and was sympathetic to the lakeshore.) His report stated that the

Apostle Islands [proposal] is in conformity with the National Outdoor

Recreation Plan. [The plan was still in draft form.}] The recreation areas

under review will constitute a key unit in the system of existing and proposed

national recreation areas and thus will be an essential element in the

prospective National Outdoor Recreation Plan....

The lakeshore would be a key link in a network of natural and historic

attractions of national value that is taking shape in the north-central United

States.... The Apostle Islands would be a pivot point in this network for
east-west and north-south travelers.*?

Certainly the repeated emphasis on an upper Great Lakes system of "star attractions,"
which attracted bipartisan political support as well as strong public support, was important

to the eventual passage of the lakeshore. Moreover, the concept played an important role

“'Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Part II, Hearings Before the Subcommittee on
National Parks and Recreation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S.
House of Representatives, Ninety-First Congress, Second Session on H.R. 555, H.R. 9306

and 8. 621, Serial No. 91-9 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970), pp. 319-
22.

“?Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, Relationship Qf the Proposed Apostle Islands National
eshore to Recreation Advisory Council Policy Circular No. 1, "Federal Ex ive Poli

Governing the Selection, Establishment and Administration Of National Recreation Areas
of March 26, 1963 (Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior, January 14, 1966).
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. in the eventual authorization of every major proposal for the region except Grand Portage
Indian Park in Minnesota.*”
The Apostle Islands and State Planning
Nelson’s initiatives had invigorated planning for the state and especially for the north.
Not since the 1930s, with the work of the National Resources Planning Board and the
Wisconsin State Planning Board, had the north received such intense attention. And the
planning would be sensitive to Nelson’s policy initiatives; the Wisconsin Department of
Resource Development’s state recreation plan, the "south shore studies,” the planning for
the lakeshore, and the plans being developed for the state recreation committee by the
Wisconsin Department of Resource Development. To have assigned the Wisconsin
Conservation Department planning responsibilities for a national lakeshore, given its
. interests in some of the islands and its antipathy to both federal involvement and Nelson
himself, would have presented the proposed lakeshore with enormous, and perhaps
impossible, difficulties. In contrast, the state’s planning programs supported and reinforced

a national lakeshore.

“*The director of the Resources Program Staff, with the approval of Udall, established
a special committee, which I chaired, to explore with the members of the Grand Portage
Band of Chippewa Indians the feasibility of establishing an Indian Park to supplement the
small Grand Portage National Monument situated within the reservation. The committee
recommended an Indian Park of 12,644 acres at a cost of approximately $6 million. This
proposal, as with the lakeshore, became embroiled in the "Red Power" movement of the late
1960s. Inaccurate charges of "another white man’s land grab" were levied against the
committee by Indian Community Action Agency employees, represented by attorney Rodney
Edwards of Duluth, who also represented the Bad River Tribal Council in the late 1960s.
The proposed Indian Park was turned down by the Indian people. (See Grand Portage: A
Task Force Report (Washington: U.S. Department of the Interior, May 24, 1967.)
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Recommendations to protect important recreation and scenic resources in the state
would be joined with persuasive arguments that tourism spending was important to the
state’s economy. The University of Wisconsin commercial tourism study reported that
during one twelve-month period (1959-1960), individuals who spent at least one night away
from home spent a combined total of $581,295,311 in Wisconsin on vacation-recreation
activities. (If expenditures for activities not involving an overnight stay had been included,
the total would have been much higher.) Slightly more than half of this revenue was derived
from non-residents. The number-one attraction to tourists was scenery and sight-seeing
(forty percent), with fishing ranking second (twenty-three percent).®

This data, and data developed in subsequent studies, attracted a great deal of media
and public attention and support. Recreation and tourism were becoming major elements
in the state’s economic development strategy, especially for the north. But more than just
promoting commercial tourism development, the studies repeatedly demonstrated the
importance of protecting scenic beauty, the single most important reason for tourists to
recreate in Wisconsin. Tourism proponents and parks advocates saw the wisdom in joining
forces to support Nelson's recreation initiatives and a national lakeshore.

Local units of government in northern Wisconsin did not have the money to carry out
recreation programs and to capitalize on tourism. For example, both Bayfield and Ashland
counties had been designated as “redevelopment areas" by the U.S. Department of
Commerce. Problems of high unemployment and underemployment, a declining population,

and rising property tax loads precluded any meaningful action by local governments.

*¥Fine and Werner, The Tourist-Vacation Industry in Wisconsin,
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Moreover, the two counties -- Ashland especially -- were not interested in keeping their
lands available for public recreation. In fact, Ashland County, at one point, wanted to sell
Oak Island to private developers.®

Although the Wisconsin Conservation Department had numerous interests in the
region, and in spite of the fact that new Outdoor Recreation Act Program (ORAP) dollars
were available for outdoor recreation, the department’s capacity to meet needs statewide
was still limited. Parks Director Koening’s rather expansive plans for the Apostle Islands
were simply not realistic. The department was committed to completing state acquisition
on Stockton and acquiring Oak and Basswood islands, and it had also initiated a new Big
Bay State Park on Madeline Island. The conservation commission’s earlier adoption of the
"Policy on Acquisition of an ‘Apostle Islands Wilderness Area™ indicated that its limited
acquisition goals could only be realized slowly because of established commitments and
other priorities in the use of available funds.®® This was adopted prior to ORAP, but
would continue to hold true,

The first iteration of the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development’s
comprehensive recreation plan would further emphasize that Wisconsin needed to address
outdoor recreation needs in other parts of the state. Facilities were severely limited in the

populous southeastern and east-central Wisconsin; an additional 1,000 acres of beach lands

%Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., Preliminary Draft: Relationship of the Proposed Apostle
Islands National Lakeshore to Recreation Advisory Council Policy Circular No. I; Federal
Executive Branch Policy Governing the Selection, Establishment and Administration of

National Recreation Areas, U.S. Department of the Interior, December 3, 1963.

“Wisconsin Conservation Commission, Policy on Acquisition of an Apostle Islands
Wilderness Area, Madison, August 12, 1955.
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were needed in these areas immediately, and by the year 2000 needs would reach 7,050
acres. Of the Great Lakes shoreline in the state, only twenty-eight miles out of 820 miles
were in public ownership, and most of that was on remote Stockton Island. Acquisition
needs on the Lake Michigan shoreline were especially critical, and because no sites met
national criteria on this shoreline, state action was vital. Although the emphasis for state
action was placed on the Lake Michigan shoreline, the DRD plan recognized the high
recreational and aesthetic qualities of the Apostle Islands region.*”

Both the preliminary and final "south shore studies” also emphasized the need for
federal action in the Apostle Islands region:

[The national lakeshore] will provide an economic stimulus to a region which

is financially depressed, will meet the social goals of providing Americans with

valuable outdoor recreation amenities in a unique area, and will materially

assist the members of the two tribal councils to improve their economic and

social status. The Department heartily concurs in the foregoing federal

proposal and is working closely with the agencies concerned to promote this

concept.®®

The final south shore report further recommended that the state abandon its plans
in the Apostie Islands region in the event the federal proposal materialized, and focus

instead in the north on 1) the acquisition of some 53,000 acres of land for established and

new state parks and forests; 2) the acquisition of 25,000 acres for additional wildlife habitat

“"Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, A Plan for Wisconsin, Madison,

1963, p. 83; Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, Recreation in Wisconsin,
Madison, 1963. '

*®Jordahl, Prelimina Draft: Relationship of the Pr Apostle Islands Region
National Lakeshore; Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, South Shore
Resource Development Potential: A Preliminary Recreation Report, Madison, 1963, p. 58-9;

Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, The Recreation Potential of the Lake
Superior South Shore Area, Madison, 1963, p. 71.
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. and 11,840 acres for fish habitat; 3) the creation of 175 new public landings on lakes and
streams; 4) a purchase goal of 25 percent of the shores of lakes to protect spawning areas;
and 5) the acquisition of 81 miles of stream frontage.*” These were formidable planning
goals and would require substantial funds. The Wisconsin Conservation Cornmission was
already beginning to struggle with the fiscal demands of a greatly enlarged state recreation
program. In 1963, it estimated that its established program would take 21 years to complete
at a cost of $150 million; acquisition costs alone were $50 million. The massive infusion of
new funds had brought about a sense of euphoria within the conservation department, but
its expanded goals were not in keeping with the fiscal realities of the time. Thus, in October
of that year, the commission adopted a new policy of completing established projects while
initiating no new major projects and dropping low-value projects.*

. In spite of the “soﬁth shore studies” and the work of the interior subcommittee, the
Wisconsin Conservation Department remained cool to federal involvement in the region.
In 1964 I reviewed with top department officials the outlines of the lakeshore proposal.
Although interested, they would make no commitments. They also advised me that they
planned to continue their acquisition and development plans for the islands, a park at Big
Bay on Madeline Island, and land purchases at Raspberry Bay and other areas on the

Bayfield Peninsula.*"

“Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, Recreation Potential.

Jordahl, Preliminary Draft.

“John A. Beale, memorandum to George E. Sprecher, Donald J. Mackie and Edward
Schneberger, December 1, 1964; Edward D. MacDonald, memorandum to Mackie, July 15,

. 1964.
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In addition to recreation planning, the state was engaged in economic development
planning for rural regions. The Overall Economic D'evelopment Plans (OEDP) prepared
by the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development proposed investments in public
recreation as one mechanism to attract tourists and tourism spending to the Apostle Islands
region. County-level OEDPs made similar recommendations. Both drew upon the
conclusions of the university tourism studies. Earlier, at the September 25, 1963, "Land and
People Conference” in Duluth, Minnesota, the conferees agreed that recreation and tourism
offered the northern Great Lakes region its greatest undeveloped economic opportunity.t

Because many tourists came from out of state, planners further argued that the
federal government had a responsibility to the region. Highway checks made at Superior
and Ashland had shown that eighty percent of the people who indicated that their trip
purposes were vacation and recreation were out-of-state visitors. They came from
Minnesota, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio and Iowa, and indeed represented all major
regions of the United States. Canadian visitors also were present in significant numbers.

The first-phase plan stated:

The results of the DRD recreation and economic studies in the Apostle

Islands region could only lead to the conclusion that the state did not have the

fiscal capacity to undertake the Lakeshore and that Federal involvement was

necessary. This conclusion was summarized in the first phase of the state
recreation plan as follows:

$2U.S. Department of the Interior, Prelimipary Draft: Preliminary QEDP For
Northwestern Wisconsin, Madison, 1963; Transactions of Land and People Conference,

Duluth, Minnesota, September 25, 1963; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Resources and

Recreation in the Northern Great lakes Region (Washington: U.S. Department of
Agriculture, 1963).
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. The [lakeshore] area conforms with the first phase of the Wisconsin
Comprehensive Plan. It conforms with the Preliminary Report on the South

Shore Area and the unpublished final report on the region. The proposal is

consistent with the policy position of the Wisconsin Conservation Commission.

The proposal conforms to findings of landscape architects, consultants to the

Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, who made a complete Lake

Superior Shoreline survey, that the environmental resources within the

proposed area have high recreation potential.*

In spite of the fact that the state had changed governors, from Reynolds to Knowles,
civil service planners in the DRD had continued the momentum with the second phase of
the recreation plan, which echoed and reinforced the first phase:

The Apostle Islands offers a unique potential as a recreation area. The

creation of a National Lakeshore in the Apostle Islands area is consistent with

this plan on the assumption that this federal facility will be established, and

that no state or local funds will be involved. No allocations are made in this

plan for the acquisition or development of this area.**

The plan further noted that the state had 690,000 acres of potential park land, of

. which more than 250,000 acres were rated "top quality.” Needs were greatest in the
southern and eastern counties and DRD plans called "for protection and development of
these sites close to where large numbers of people live. It recommends against expansion
of public recreational lands in sparsely settled northern counties.™"

The tourism studies and the planning reports were repeatedly used in congressional

hearings on the lakeshore. At one hearing, Congressman Roy A. Taylor, a North Carolina

Democrat, noted that the lakeshore was one of the most thoroughly studied and planned

“3U.S. Department of the Interior, Preliminary Draft.

““Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, The Qutdoor Recreation Plan,
Wisconsin Development Series, Madison, 1966, p. 138.

““Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, Wisconsin Development Plan,
. Madison, 1966, pp. 55-6.
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proposals ever to come before the U.S. House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. .
At another hearing before a Senate subcommittee, 1 brought along all of the planning
documents relevant to the lakeshore. The chair, Nevada Democrat Alan Bible, was startled
when he saw the pile of documents; he apparently feared a long discourse based on the
reports. I quickly reassured him that my purpose was simply to impress the subcommittee
with the fact that careful studies supported a lakeshore.
The Apostle Islands and Sub-State Regional Planning

Centralized state recreation planning and support for a lakeshore was one thing. As
importantly, sub-state regional planning -- after careful analysis of the data -- should likewise
show consistency with‘ state planning and state goals. The Northwestern Wisconsin Regional
Planning Commission (NWWRPC) would serve that role. The Wisconsin Department of

Resource Development provided planning assistance. During the 1960s the planning

commission was struggling with pervasive problems of economic stagnation and decline. It
elected to make tourism an important element in its economic development strategies.

Fortunately, the University of Wisconsin tourism studies were partially completed. Others
were underway. The analysis of the economic implications of a lakeshore would predict that
when fully developed, the area would attract 920,700 visits, resulting in a $7.25 million

economic impact on the local economy.®® These data would be persuasive and were made

““LV. Fine, Apostle Islands: Some of the Economic Implications of the Proposed
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Wisconsin Vacation-Recreation Papers, Vol. 111, No.

1 (Madison: University of Wisconsin, School of Commerce, May 1965), pp. 8, 14. After
establishment, and in spite of the fact that the lakeshore boundaries had been substantially
reduced, these numbers concerned local people who were apprehensive that tourists would
overwhelm their communities. They failed to distinguish the difference between visits and
visitors and the fact that the scenic road which would attract numerous visits had been .
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. available in preliminary form to the Northwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
and would be useful in enlisting its support for the national lakeshore. (The university’s
economic impact studies on the lakeshore, led by Professor LV. Fine, will be referred to as
the "Fine study.”)

Members of the northwestern regional planning commission staff met with the
Interior Department’s subcommittee in 1964 to review the relationship of the proposed
lakeshore to their tourism and economic development strategies. We urged them to
designate the Apostle Islands region as a special study area in their forthcoming
comprehensive plan.®’ Because the NWWRPC had in part been organized in response
to Nelson’s charges in 1957 and 1958 that the state had done nothing on regional planning,
I was concerned that there might still be some political antipathy vis a vis Nelson. This was

. not the case; instead, the commission reiterated the following recommendations emanating
from the state: "Local residents, the Regional Planning Commission and private promotional
groups should press for the establishment of the ... Apostle National Park area. Such a
project would draw many vacationers into the region.”® The commission’s members were
appointed by county board chairs, so it had significant influence on tourism groups and local

residents in the five northwestern Wisconsin counties, including Ashland and Bayfield.

dropped.
“’North Central Field Committee subcommittee minutes, October 1, 1964.

*®Northwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission, Northwestern Wisconsin
Regional Planning Program, with assistance from the Wisconsin Department of Resource
. Development, Madison, January 31, 1965, p. 145.
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In addition to planners, the commercial tourism industry also saw the wisdom of .
large-scale regional efforts. For example, Tony Wise, an imaginative and innovative
developer in Hayward, reflected this recognition in a statement to the press: “Regional
development is essential to succeed as opposed to local development. No one is big enough
to cope with the demand for recreation facilitics. We must pool our resources and our

attractions for developing them. ™"

In relation to the lakeshore, he proposed a new
hundred-unit hotel for Bayfield and a tourist train running from Bayfield to Hayward on a
soon-to-be abandoned right-of-way.*”® Unfortunately, this idea was not implemented, but
Wise was a highly visible and respected leader, and his staunch support for the lakeshore
was significant. (Wise also supported Nelson’s proposed St. Croix-Namekagon National
Wild and Scenic River legislation.) He understood the importance of public protection of
significant natural resources in the region, resources which would attract large numbers of .
tourists, and the development of appropriate private tourism facilities nearby. His Mt.
Telemark Ski Hill in Cable, adjacent to the Namekagon River, "History Land" and logging-
camp dining at Hayward, were excellent examples of sensitive developments. In fact, the
Mt. Telemark development was used by the DRD as an example of prudent

development.®! Wise’s enterprises employed significant numbers of local people. When

he took a position, the media and the public took notice.

“9"Speakers Stress Islands Potential,” Duluth News Tribune, March 26, 1965.
Ibid.

*'Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, Recreation Land Development,
Madison, 1967, pp. 2-3. .
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The Apostle Islands and Local Plannin

Nelson, as governor, had made planning a central element in his programs for the
state, which included a strong emphasis on land-use planning. He would continue to be
interested in planning as a U.S. senator. The "Fine study’s” prediction that more than
900,000 visitor days in the Apostles region would occur each year meant concomitant
impacts on private land use adjacent to the lakeshore. Thoughtful local citizens were also
concerned. The small communities of Washburn, Bayfield, Cornucopia, and La Pointe had
a distinctive charm. Would this charm be lost with unplanned tourism development? The
federal government, however, had little or no direct influence on land-use planning and
regulation. This was a power reserved by the states, and in Wisconsin it was delegated to
local units of government. They would have to act.

An attorney in Ashland, Allan T. Pray, was a catalyst in focusing on the issue. He
wrote Nelson, "I ... fear that the development may take the course of many other similar
developments and be attractive to concessionaires and those who are interested purely in
the money return. I am worried about the land speculator and the promoter of cheaper
attractions which frequently bring undesirable people with much rubbish and who are
interested only from a profit standpoint.”®

Nelson’s response was directed not only towards Pray but to a much wider audience:

I am writing to ask your suggestions on what can be done to protect the

natural beauty and the authentic flavor of northern Wisconsin during the

coming period of fairly rapid development of the tourist industry.... We have

an historic opportunity to decide whether this tourist industry development
will improve and enrich the north or turn it into a honky tonk. I believe that

2 Allen T. Pray, letter to Gaylord Nelson, September 21, 1965.
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the decisions we make within the next few years will set the pattern for our
northland for the next 50 to 100 years.... Development resulting from tourism
already has blighted many sections of America with garish signs, roadside
carnivals, fake souvenir stands, and entertainment gimmicks which fight for
the eye and the dollars of the passing tourist. Such development often
destroys the very qualities which made the area worth visiting in the first
place.... I think it has been fully demonstrated that a tourist area which
preserves its natural beauty and its unique flavor is far more favorable both
economically and aesthetically over the long run.®

Nelson recognized the task as both difficult and controversial and emphasized the
critical role to be played by local leaders in the development of zoning ordinances,
architectural control commissions, the development of comprehensive community plans and,
in some cases, "actual purchases of property by local civic organizations.”*

The quality of the north... rolling-green countryside; the evergreen, the pine,

the spruce and white birch; the keen air; the lovely dark and deep woods;

breath-taking views of fresh water; sea gulls; an aging inn with a friendly tone

and outdoors quality; the rich historical background of Madeline Island;

water-worn caves and extensive beaches and singing sands. These are things

that make our northland unique. These are the features that we should

preserve and enhance and introduce to millions of tourist from all across our

land who will come to see and enjoy them.*

He further noted that Bayfield could become nationally known as an authentic Great

Lakes fishing community and as the gateway to the lakeshore. But it also could conceivably

be turned into a cheap tourist trap, indistinguishable from thousands of others across the

*3Gaylord Nelson, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr.,, November 18, 1965; the same letter
was sent to a wide audience of Wisconsin citizens.

%Ibid.
STbid.
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. country. The same opportunity and dangers existed for all communities along the entire
Lake Superior shoreline and on the highways leading to them.*®
Nelson supported tourism as an economic development strategy, but he wanted
prudent development. He could work to authorize a lakeshore, but it was up to local units
of government and local citizens to ensure that the associated tourism developments
enhance and reinforce aesthetic values rather than destroy them. To encourage local action,
Nelson proposed a conference to address the issues. The chancellor of the University of
Wisconsin-Extension, Donald R. McNeil, and the president of Northland College, Richard
P. Bailey, formed a committee that included many of those involved in state planning during
Nelsor’s years as governor, The conference, “Developing Without Destroying: Opportunities
and Problems,” held at Northland College, was a great success. More than two hundred
. people attended from throughout the state. Most importantly, local elected officials, the
people who could make planning and sensitive development happen, were there in good
numbers. Planning was put on the front page of the regional newspapers and in editorial
columns in the downstate press.

The Ashiand Daily Press said:

The opening talk by Tony Wise ... was sizzling and explosive in its demand for
action to protect the natural resources of northern Wisconsin for a high type
of recreational development... A panel discussion laid it on the line in
outlining local area problems and the need for protecting natural beauty....
Harold Jordahl.... stirred the crowd with numerous specific references to
developments in the right direction already underway.*”

“Ibid.

“™Recreation Development Without Destruction Is North Challenge - Nelson,” Ashland
. Daily Press, June 4, 1966.
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Virginia Burtness of Bayfield spoke of the need to control the unsightly
features of commercial development and to prevent visual pollution, noting that "we
have no big problems now,... only the beginnings."” Nelson said:

This conference is intended to open a new chapter in history of northern

Wisconsin. If the spirit of this conference can be spread beyond the group of

dedicated people we have had here today, it could mark the beginning of a

new era of carefully planned, tasteful development of rural areas not only in

our northlands, but throughout Wisconsin and much of the nation.*”’

The conference even came to the attention of the first lady. Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnson
wrote, "One of the nicest items to cross my desk in recent weeks is the news of the
anti-blight conference to be held in Ashland, Wisconsin. Our nation has been blessed with
a rich scenic heritage, and as our civilization grows, it is up to all of us to have the wisdom
to preserve nature’s corners of beauty and channel our growth in ways that enhance -- and
do not diminish -- our natural surroundings.”® To have the first lady, with her national
program for scenic beauty, taking note of activities in'the far away northern community of
Ashland ‘was gratifying indeed.

The conference skillfully joined the idea of a national lakeshore with needs for
prudent tourism and economic development in the north. The coalition of support for a
lakeshore was being strengthened to include not only conservationists, but people concerned

with economic development. Nelson, the first lady, and conference speakers had given

explicit recognition to economic growth while at the same time arguing for a lakeshore. The

$"Wisconsinites Eye Future of Tourism,” Duluth News Tribune, June 4, 1966.
“"Recreation Development Without Destruction,” Ashland Daily Press.
&30

Tourist Attraction,” Sheboygan Press, June 3, 1966.
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. linkage of tourism with the proposed new national park areas in the region was becoming
an important element of a regional development strategy. The challenge, however, was to
guide that growth in a meaningful and sensitive manner.

The Apostle Islands and University Planning

University of Wisconsin-Extension had a long history of working with counties on
land use planning and zoning. For example, Bayfield and Ashland counties, with the
assistance of UW-Extension, had enacted their zoning ordinances in the 1930s. In
preparation for the "Developing Without Destroying" conference, UW-Extension had
produced a new film, "What's Happening to our Landscape?" which was shown at the
conference. The movie dramatically highlighted the problems of blight and the destruction
of scenic beauty associated with unwise and unplanned development. Following the

. conference, local citizens requested ongoing assistance from UW-Extension to deal with the
growth anticipated as a result of a national lakeshore. UW-Extension responded favorably.
A sequel to the movie was then produced for the village of Bayfield, "Bayfield: Face of a
Community,” which graphically displayed the human and natural charm of the area and what
might happen unless local citizens planned and guided development. Two detailed reports
were also developed for the community. The first dealt with needs and opportunities and
the steps necessary to achieve community goals. The second addressed the fiscal

implications of new private tourism investments and the community tax base.® UW-

“Department of Landscape Architecture, Blueprint for Bayfield: A Decisive Study for
a Great Lakes Community (Madison: University of Wisconsin, College of Agricultural and
Life Sciences, 1969); Department of Landscape Architecture and the Environmental
Awareness Center, Blueprint for Bayfield: The Relationship Between New Private

. Investment in Basic Tourist Facilities and Bayfield Tax Revenue For Public Development
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Extension also began working with Bayfield County to update and modernize its 1934 .
planning and zoning ordinance. Walter Rowlands, an extension specialist who worked with
local citizens, also urged them to support a lakeshore *”

Three years later, local citizens, University of Wisconsin-Extension, and local, state
and federal agencies came together in a two-day seminar to discuss the steps that had been
taken and to chart directions for the future.*® Although much still needed doing at the
local level, the conferees concluded that many of the communities in the Apostle Islands
region had taken meaningful actions to deal with growth.

Although the federal government had no direct role in planning for land use adjacent
the lakeshore, we recognized that National Park Service staff and staff from other Interior
Department bureaus could assist local units of government. Thus, a sub-section of an early

version of draft legislation contained the language:

In furtherance of the purposes of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to
cooperate with the state of Wisconsin, its political subdivisions, and other
Federal agencies and organizations in formulating comprehensive plans for
the lakeshore and for adjacent lands and waters, and to enter into agreements
for the implementation of such plans. Such plans may provide for land use .
and development prograrms, for preservation and enhancement of the natural

(Madison: University of Wisconsin, College of Agricultural and Life Sciences, 1969).

“?Walter A. Rowlands, telephone conversation with Cary!l Johnson and Harold C.
Jordahl, Jr., June 1965,

~ “*Citizen Concerns for Bayfield, Wisconsin,” Partial Summary of Seminar Proceedin
Title I Consortium Project, Higher Education Act 1965, University of Wisconsin-Extension,
September 24-27, 1969, .
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beauty of the landscape and for the conservation of outdoor resources on land
and water areas surrounding the lakeshore.®*

I had argued that language along these lines should be included in all new NPS
authorizations. Although the language did not require such cooperation, a strong statement
would encourage federal agencies to cooperate with local governments if assistance was
requested. The solicitor’s office in the U.S. Department of the Interior objected and argued
that the secretary had such powers without having to make them explicit in legislation. It
further argued that the vague language would create uncertainty regarding the distance from
the lakeshore boundary where such cooperation could be extended. The solicitor’s office
prevailed and the language was deleted. In one last effort to deal with potential blight
adjacent the lakeshore, I proposed that the park service be authorized to acquire scenic
easements along U.S. Highway 2 on non-Indian land within the Bad River Reservation.
Again, the solicitor’s office said no.**

The studies, reports, and films, and the numerous meetings over the years between
citizens and planners, had significantly heightened community salience regarding local
responsibilities and opportunities to manage growth associated with a national lakeshore.
Seldom had local governments, especially that of the village of Bayfield, been better
prepared to meet the demands of a burgecning tourist population expected as a result of

a new lakeshore. Nelson’s challenge for “tasteful development” was being addressed.

4qummarized in letter from Harold C. Jordahl to James Oberstar, administrative
assistant to Congressman John Blatnik (D-Minnesota), January 21, 1969,

¥Ibid.
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The Apostle Islands and Planning for the Bad River and Red Cliff Reservations

Economic development in rural regions, initiated by President Kennedy, was-
significantly strengthened during the Johnson administration. Funds from the U.S. Area
Redevelopment Administration were being made available for in-depth studies of rural
communities and for Indian reservations, where chronic under- and unemployment was
pervasive. Such studies were underway on the Bad River and Red Cliff Indian reservations,
and coordination between lakeshore and reservation planning was critical.

Thus I met with Charles Aguar, the planning consultant, and officials of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs for a lengthy discussion of the matter. We concluded that the two
reservation studies would be developed around the national lakeshore proposal.®® The
boundaries of the Lakeshore had in fact been drawn to enhance the recreational
development opportunities for the two bands. Aguar capitalized on the potential of the
pr0posed lakeshore and recommended tent and trailer campsites for the adjacent lands,
canoeing facilities, scenic drives, hiking trails, visitor orientation centers and waysides, new
home sites, and the restoration and development of historical sites on both reservations.
All told, funds totalling $321,000 were recommended for Bad River and $280,000 for Red
Cliff for these investments; twenty-four new seasonal jobs would be created. Aguar said, "In
effect, [the Indians] will gain a maximum of economic development and opportunity [with

the lakeshore] without relinquishing any important rights to the area."”

**Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Ronnie Lee, March 24, 1965.

“"Tourist and Recreational Resources, Bad River Indian Reservation, Wisconsin: Red
Cliff Indian Reservation, Wisconsin (Prepared for the U.S. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs by Aquar, Tyring, and Whiteman Planning Associates, Duluth,
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. CHAPTER NINE

PLANNING FOR AN APOSTLE ISLANDS NATIONAL LAKESHORE

Discussions on Designation

In the 1930s Apostle Island enthusiasts urged the establishment of a national park on

one or more of the islands. The concept of "recreation areas" had not yet evolved in either
National Park Service or congressional policy. By the 1960s, however, the question was,
Should the Apostles be a national park or a recreation area? It was an important question
because of the different uses and management programs engendered in each designation.
Furthermore, the chosen designation would significantly influence public acceptance of the
proposal.
Nelson’s original proposal called for a "lakeshore recreation area" encompassing the
. Kakagon-Bad River sloughs and the long sand spit along Lake Superior. The proposal was
strongly influenced by evolving legislation on national seashores. Cape Cod, Oregon Dunes,
Point Reyes, Fire Island, and Padre Island, and 1akeshores at Sleeping Bear Dunes, Pictured
Rocks, and Indiana Dunes, were all to be recreation areas, and recreation was their primary
purpose, although other non-conflicting uses were to be permitted. To have proposed a
national park for the Apostle Islands, with restrictions on hunting, commercial fishing, wild
ricing, and trapping, would have been highly controversial among the Bad River Indians and
local sportsmen who freely ﬁsed the sloughs and who had hunting and fishing shacks there.
When the proposal was expanded to include the Bayfield Peninsula, parts of the Red CIiff
Reservation, and twenty-one of the twenty-two islands, it faced an increased need to allow

Indians to hunt, fish and gather, and to address the desires of both Indian and non-Indian
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sportsmen to hunt deer and bear on the islands. To have proposed a national park would .
have doomed the proposal from the start. A recreation area would fit the region nicely and
avoid conflict. The Recreation Advisory Council’s "Policy Circular No. I" spelled it out
clearly:

Within National Recreation Areas, outdoor recreation shall be recognized as

the dominant or primary resource management purpose. If additional natural

resource utilization is carried on, such additional use shall be compatible with

fulfilling the recreation mission, and none will be carried on that is

significantly detrimental to it.**

Other uses could occur without major conflicts. For example, hunting and trapping
seasons were limited to the fall and thus were unlikely to significantly conflict with
recreation, primarily a summer activity. Although harvesting wild rice occurred in August,

the small skiffs and canoes used to gather rice would not conflict with other uses. Sports

and commercial fishing both took place in the summer but did not appear to pose major

conflicts.

In spite of the obvious need to maintain strong support from the two reservations as
well as with local communities and hunters and fishers, the idea of designating the Apostle
Islands as a national park continued to surface during the planning and legislative process.
The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation initially took the position that judgments on this
question should not be made until each island and the mainland units had been evaluated
and classified according to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission .

(ORRRC) system, leaving open the question, "Is it a national park, a recreation area, or a

**Recreation Advisory Council, Federal Executive Branch Policy Governing the
Selection, Establishment and Administration of National Recreation Areas (Circular No. 1),
Washington, D.C., March 26, 1563.
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. national monument?"” The commission had proposed six classifications: high density
recreation areas, general outdoor recreation areas, natural environment areas, unique
natural areas, primitive areas, and historic and cultural sites.*®

Interior Secretary Stewart Udall first saw the area while accompanying the president
on his helicopter trip, and he shared with me his excitement over the outstanding resources
he had seen. He thought the area was of such outstanding quality that it deserved national
park status. After I explained the political complexities of such a designation, he appeared,
at the time, to be satisfied with a recreation area. Two years later he again suggested
designating the Apostle Islands a national park. I urged the secretary’s policy staff to
withhold its recommendation on the matter until I had the opportunity to discuss it in detail
with Gaylord Nelson and with supporters. During these discussions, the idea was advanced

. that perhaps the twenty-one islands could be designated as a national park while the
mainland units could be given recreation area status. Subsequently, Nelson, his staff, Martin
Hanson and I agreed that national park status, even for a portion of the area, would raise
too many cbmplex issues, and that we should maintain the position that the area should be

classified as a recreation area.®"

*Gordon Josllyn, memoranda to Henry P. Caulfield, December 10, 1963 and December
18, 1963.

#“*Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, Qutdoor Recreation for America,
p. 7.

“Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to James Smith, December 17, 1965; William
Bechtel, letter to Martin Hanson, December 17, 1965; Jordahl, letter to Bechtel, December

. 22, 1965.
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Other classifications for the area were explored by the subcommittee North Central
Field Committee in the U.S. Department of the Interior; these classifications included the
establishment of a national wildlife refuge for the sloughs in lieu of including it in the
recreation area.®? A refuge proposal had been turned down by the Bureau of Sports
Fisheries and Wildlife in 1959. At that time, bureau officials had noted that although the
sloughs were important to waterfowl during migration periods, they were not significant as
nesting areas. Furthermore, they did not see any threats of immediate development in the
sloughs. Should threats develop, they could acqguire the area as a refuge using federal duck
stamp funds. The bureau held to this position and recommended that the sloughs become
an integral part of a national recreation area. From a pragmatic point of view, the
establishment of a refuge in the sloughs would have posed serious conflicts with the Indians
and their hunting, fishing, and gathering activities and thus was not realistic.*”

During the final congressional hearing in 1970, George Hartzog again raised the
possibility of a national park, stating, "Except for the non-conforming uses of hunting and
resource utilization,... in my judgment this is a great national park, because it is scientific,

has scenic values in every sense of the word, and measures up to that standard."* The

“!Andrew Feil, memorandum to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., September 25, 1964.

“Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Robert W. Burwell, regional director of the
Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, October 13, 1964; Burwell, memorandum to
Jordahl, November 20, 1964; North Central Field Committee, subcommittee minutes,
October 23, 1964, and November 23-24, 1964.

*“"Apostle Islands National Lakeshore," Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National
Parks and Recreation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of
Representatives, Ninety-First Congress, Second Session on H.R. 555, H.R. 9306 and S. 62!,
Serial No. 99-9, March 23, 24 and June 3, 1970 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1970), p. 272. (Identified as HSC Hearing, with date, in subsequent citations.)
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. eventual inclusion or exclusion of Indian land had at that point not been decided by the
House Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation. Hartzog had, of course, targeted
the primary issue of resource utilization, which we had argued as being critical to passage
of the legislation. Congress eventually concurred and the lakeshore was established as a
recreation area. (In hindsight, given the decision to exclude Indian land, the area authorized
could have been designated as a national park. The hearings were in the final stages of the
legislative process, and there would have been no opportunity for potential opposition
groups -- deer hunters and commercial fishers -- to organize.)

Lakeshore Boundaries

The line on the map drawn by the planner is one of the most significant steps in the

evolution of a park proposal; it determines which lands to include and which to exclude.

. The boundary should ensure that the park includes an ecosystem protected from the adverse
impacts of adjacent human activities. Furthermore, the boundary should permit the
development of necessary park facilities, such as visitor centers, ranger stations, roads and

trails, and campsites with minimal impacts on the natural resources within the park.
Diversity in opportunities for recreation is another important consideration. Political
questions have to be raised and answered. Total costs must be realistic. Judgments have

to be made on potential opposition from private landowners whose holdings fall within the
boundary. As planning for the lakeshore proceeded, planners faced these and other difficult

choices.
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The initial boundary included the unique and distinctive Kakagon-Bad River sloughs .
and the long sand spit. Parameters were subsequently broadened to include all of the
islands but Madeline and an undefined portion of the Bayfield Peninsula.

The first draft of a lakeshore bill envisioning a federal-state collaborative program
was broad in its scope and sweep. The draft proposed the following areas for potential
inclusion (see Appendix One, Map 5):

1. The Apostle Islands, including the Apostle Islands State Forest;

2. All of the Bad River Reservation land north of U.S. Highway 2, including

Long Island and Chequamegon Point, and a buffer strip extending south

of Highway 2;

3. A buffer strip on the Red Cliff Reservation extending south of State
Highway 13;

4. The Bark Point and Siskiwit Bay area, including the undeveloped lands
along Lake Superior; .

5. The Bayfield Peninsula area, including lands within the Bayfield County
Forest and the Chequamegon National Forest and other lands south and
west of State Highway 13 and north of U.S. Highway 2; and

6. Related areas that the secretary and the governor of Wisconsin agreed
were important to the preservation and protection of the public enjoyment
of the area.®
A second proposal, which was discussed with Interior Department and state officials,
reduced the size of the proposed lakeshore considerably (see Appendix one, Map 6). The
Bayfield Peninsula unit was limited to the tip of the peninsula from Bark Point to the

eastern Red Cliff Reservation boundary; on the Bad River Reservation the sloughs and the

land north of Highway 2 were included. The twenty-one islands were included. The

*“Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., Apostle Islands Draft Bill, March 25, 1963.
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. proposal now included a study of the feasibility of establishing a national monument on

Madeline Island.**

The first preliminary National Park Service plan, prepared by landscape architect
Andrew Feil, broadened the scope considerably (see Appendix One, Map 7). The area now
encompassed approximately 294,000 acres -- 110,000 acres of land and 184,000 acres of Lake
Superior. The water boundary was drawn to include all of the islands except Madeline; the
boundary extended one-half mile beyond the outermost islands in the group. The island
land area was 40,000 acres. The boundary on the Bayfield Peninsula extended from the
village of Red Cliff on the east to Bark Point on the west, a total of forty-five miles of Lake
Superior shoreline that encompassed 50,000 acres. The village of Cornucopia was excluded.
The boundary extended south of state Highway 13 and included the Sand and Raspberry
River corridors. On the Bad River Reservation, the boundary included the Kakagon-Bad
River sloughs north of U.S. Highway 2 and extended east almost to Marble Point for a total
of 20,000 acres.*’ At the time, I also urged the NPS to include a narrow strip of land
south of U.S. Highway 2 on the reservation to prevent billboards and other unsightly
blight.**

The NPS plan was bold in concept. It recognized political reality by emphasizing that

two-thirds of the area was already in some form of public or tribal ownership. The lake

“Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., "Notes on the Proposed Apostle Islands National Recreation
Area," September 23, 1963.

“'National Park Service, Report on Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore,

Bayfield, Ashland, Iron Counties, Wisconsin, Northeast Regional Office, Philadelphia,
September 1963,

%“*Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum tc Ronald F. Lee, September 24, 1963.
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bottom and Stockton Island were owned by the state. The plan further noted that summer-
home development was not extensive in area and building activity was minimal.*® One
year later, however, Feil recommended significant boundary changes (see Appendix One,
Maps 8-A, 8-B, and 8-C). On the Bayfield Peninsula, the planned western entrance was now
located at Squaw Bay, and the east entrance was off Highway 13, west of the village of Red
Cliff. A narrow corridor along the shoreline would permit the construction of a scenic
highway. The amount of land on the peninsula had been reduced from 50,000 to 6,000
acres. The interior subcommittee believed that, although the area west of Squaw Bay and
along to Bark Point qualified for inclusion in the lakeshore, it would complement the federal
area as a private residential, commercial and service center area. As such the local property
tax base would be protected and improved. The subcommittee also strongly recommended
careful local planning and zoning to protect that scenic portion of the Lake Superior
shoreline.**

All of the islands except for Madeline were included. The water boundary had been
deleted. State-owned lands on Stockton, Qak, and Basswood would either continue in state
ownership or the state could sell or give them to the federal government. In the Kakagon-
Bad River sloughs, the boundary had been moved north of U.S. Highway 2 and reduced
from 20,000 acres to 10,000 acres. Approximately 326 acres of land on Sand Island and fifty-

nine acres at Little Sand Bay were excluded because of sizable summer colonies. The total

“’National Park Service, Report on Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.

*U.S. Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostie Isiands National [akeshore:
Bayfield and Ashland Counties, Wisconsin, Washington, March 1965, p. XVIIL

300




project was now 56,000 acres, a substantial reduction from the earlier 294,000 acres of land
and water.®

The subcommittee struggled with the question of including or excluding the two
summer colonies on Sand Island and Little Sand Bay. In October 1964 there seemed to be
a consensus that they could be excluded and perhaps covered by special provisions; for
example, life tenancy for owners who wished to sell, or restrictive covenants and other legal
devices to ensure compatible development. The subcommittee also explored the application
of the Cape Cod National Seashore formula which suspended the secretary’s power to
acquire land within villages and settlements when appropriate local zoning ordinances were
in effect. The matter was to be studied further.®?> However, in November, after
substantial discussion, the earlier consensus was reversed and the decision was made to
include the summer colonies within the boundary. Life tenure or twenty-five-year tenure
with a right of assignment was believed to provide adequate protection of private property
rights at the sites. With the inclusion of the summer colonies, the total project acreage was
now 56,385.° Questions regarding the two colonies would arise repeatedly during the
legislative debates. For example, applying the Cape Cod formula to the two areas was
raised by senators Bible and Frank Moss at the U.S. Senate subcommittee hearings in June

1967, when they questioned Sand Island and Little Sand Bay property owners. Most owners

“'Andrew G. Feil, Jr., and Harry S. Smith, Report on Development, Boundaries and

Costs, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, National Park Service, Northeast
Regional Office, Philadelphia, November, 1964,

“North Central Field Committee, subcommittee minutes, October 1, 1964,
“North Central Field Committee, subcommittee minutes, November 23-24, 1964.
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were adamant, however, and urged exclusion of the two areas from the lakeshore boundary. .
Only one owner, S. W. Jensch, testified in favor of the application of the formula.®*

The interior subcommitiee endorsed the Feil recommendation excluding a water
boundary. Conflicts over water-use regulations were to be worked out cooperatively
between the National Park Service and the state. In spite of the subcommittee
recommendation, officials higher up in NPS continued to push for a water boundary,
regardless of potential political problems with the state.® Allen Edmunds, the NPS
regional coordinator,” argued that a water boundary would perrmit the park service to
protect resources, regulate visitors and preserve marshes, waterfowl habitat and fish
breeding grounds within the lakeshore.

It would allow the service to develop marinas, other docks and piers, float
plane facilities, swimming beaches, docks and similar facilities in the water
adjacent to the land area. It would allow us to regulate visitor use of the
adjacent water area for swimming, boating, fishing, ice fishing, waterfow!
hunting, landing of float planes, and other activities. A water boundary would
also prevent adverse uses such as commercial fishing adjacent to public use
areas. Finally, the control of the water ... would preserve the environment of
the remote northwoods wilderness, water and island combination which is the
great charm of this proposal ®’

“*Apostle Isiands National Lakeshore," Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Parks
and Recreation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Ninetieth
Congress, First Session on $.778, May 9, June 12, 1967 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office), p. 58. (Identified as SSC Hearings, with date, in subsequent citations.)

**Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Alien T. Edmunds, January 30, 1967.
“*Allen T. Edmunds was a veteran National Park Service employee. He had established
an office in Lansing, Michigan, to coordinate the many evolving NPS proposals in the

northern Great Lakes region.

“’Allen T. Edmunds, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., January 16, 1967. .
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. Edmunds noted that water boundaries were routinely established in older parks such as Isle
Royale, and in new seashore and island authorizations.
Edmunds presented four boundary alternatives:

1. The boundary could correspond to the shoreline; the land area enclosed would
be 57,500 acres;

2. The boundary could extend one-quarter mile from the shore of each island and
the mainland units; the area enclosed would be 57,500 acres of land, and 32,000
acres of water;

3. An irregular boundary could encompass the islands and extend one-quarter mile
from the shorelines of the outer islands and one-quarter mile from the mainland
units; the area enclosed would be 57,500 acres of land and 150,000 acres of water;

4. Astraight-line boundary could encompass the islands and extend one-guarter mile
from the outermost islands and one-quarter mile from the mainland units; the
area enclosed would be 57,500 acres of land and 150,700 acres of water.®®

The Washington office of the NPS was pushing for the irregular boundary. Super-
| . intendent C. E. "Corky" Johnson at Isle Royale National Park believed a quarter-mile
boundary was adequate, and the Washington office concurred.®” Nelson agreed to amend
his bill. He also advised Governor Knowles to this effect. Predictably, the Wisconsin
Conservation Department reacted adversely. Voigt, in a letter to Knowles, cautioned against
including the water zone within the boundary because the state and the U.S. Coast Guard

had jurisdiction and adding a third agency could create serious problems. Commissioner

“*1bid.

9] etter from Allen T. Edmunds to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., January 16, 1967; letter from
Jordahl to Edmunds, January 30, 1967, memorandum from the associate regional director
of the National Park Service to the regional director, December 22, 1966; memorandum
from the chief of the Division of New Area Studies and Master Planning to the chief of the
. Office of Resource Planning, National Park Service, December 9, 1966.
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"Frosty" Smith said, "l would recommend that the water area not be included in the national
lakeshore at this time, but rather that a thorough legal review be made of this matter with
the understanding that the water area could be added later if it appears legal and

advisable."” Final authorization included the quarter-mile water boundary around the

islands and off the Bayfield Peninsula.

Lakeshore Development Plans (see Appendix One, Maps 8-A, 8-B and 8-C)

The Kakagon-Bad River Sloughs

Once agreement was reached on the lakeshore’s boundaries, decisions had to be
made on classifying the lands for various purposes and associated development. Nelson had
initialnly urged “"wilderness preservation" for the sloughs. We struggled with the issue of
achieving that goal while at the same time permitting public use and enjoyment in the area.
Could we permit extensive bathing and beach facilities along the sand spit? Although large
campgrounds were not feasible, should primitive camping be permitted on the sand spit or
on highlands to the south? How could the wild rice beds be protected while still permitting
boating?

These and other issues in the sloughs were resolved by the interior subcommittee and

the Bad River Indians in the 1965 final report to the secretary. The unit was to remain

%Harry R. Anderson, assistant secretary of the interior, letter report to U.S. Senator
Henry M. Jackson, Chair of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, February
18, 1967; Gaylord A. Nelson, letter to Governor Warren P. Knowles, May 18, 1967; L.P.
Voigt, letter to Knowles, May 29, 1967; Charles F. Smith in a statement to the SSC
Hearings, June 21-22, 1967, p. 128; National Park Service, "Map of the National Lakeshore
-- Apostle Islands," Map No. 91,000, June 1970.
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. undeveloped as "a unique shore and marsh area.” Limited road access would be provided

from U.S. Highway 2, two miles west of the village of Odanah, where a ranger station and
visitor center were planned. A parking area would provide access to nature trails, walkways
and observation towers. Docking and launching facilities were to be provided at Bear Trap
Creek in addition to the two Indian-operated boat facilities on the Bad and Kakagon rivers.
Primitive camping, reached only by water, would be limited to Oak Point, south of the sand
spit, and at the mouth of the Bad River. The Indians were already developing campgrounds
accessible by car east of Honest John Lake, outside the project boundary.*!

At the request of Bad River Tribal Council members, additionél studies were
proposed to explore the feasibility of dredging a boat channel between the Kakagon and
Bad River sloughs. Such a channel would permit a ten-mile protected smalt boat course
that would avoid the frequent rough waters of Lake Superior. In the absence of a channel,
one could enter the sloughs off the Kakagon River, or follow Bear Trap and Wood Creek
sloughs and boat to the south side of Chequamegon Point. To continue the trip meant a
long ride around Long Island or dragging a boat through the shallow waters in the cut
between Long Island and Chequamegon Point before reaching the open waters of Lake
Superior. From that point, it was a six-mile trip to the mouth of the Bad River.*’ The
notion of dredging a channel within the sloughs was eventually dropped because of the

possible adverse ecological tmpacts of mixing waters from the watersheds of the Bad and

“'Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Istands National Lakeshore, pp. 75-7.

%2feil and Smith, Report on Development, Boundaries and Costs.
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Kakagon rivers. All in all, the plan for the sloughs nicely met the goal of preservation of
the great marsh areas while permitting some public access, use and enjoyment.*

The Islands

From the beginning, plans called for keeping the islands wild. Minimum docking
facilities were planned along with simple campsites, which included Adirondack-type
shelters, fireplaces and toilet facilities, to be established on certain islands. Trails would be
constructed. To assist visitors and to serve as a base of operations for patrols engaged in
preservation and protection, a ranger station was planned for one of the centrally located
islands. The only exception was Sand Island, which was easily accessible from Little Sand
Bay. Here a concessionaire-operated lodge and a large group campground was planned to
give visitors a readily accessible overnight island experience. Visitors could also enjoy
overnight camping on Madeline -- easily accessible by car ferry -- where the state was
planning Big Bay State Park.®

The NPS summed it up in the subcommittee report:

The islands are the core on which the entire proposal revolves. Collectively,

rather than singularly, they form a unique environment for recreation. They

should be considered as primitive or wild areas and as such only minimum
basic facilities are necessary for their use and enjoyment.*®

The Bayvfield Peninsula

The Bayfield Peninsula posed more difficult questions. Some favored keeping it wild

and primitive, with minimal camping facilities and trails. Others favored development.

“Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.
% Ibid., pp. 70-1.

*1bid., pp. 65-6.
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The issues were debated, in part, within the context of plans for scenic roads along
Lake Superior. Nelson had been elected to the U.S. Senate by the time the "South Shore
Studies” were completed. The proposed twenty-two-mile lakeshore drive from Superior to
the mouth of the Brule River was not recommended by the planners. Rather, they proposed
for that area the improvement of existing roads leading to the most scenic areas on Lake
Superior and a conceptual framework for a primary and secondary scenic highway system,
called "The Wisconsin Heritage Trail,” which included improvements to State Highway 13
on the Bayfield Peninsula.®

The National Park Service recognized the great scenic qualities of the Bayfield
Peninsula and suggested in its first preliminary plan a "possible shoreline touring road with

overlooks and interpretive stops."®’

The concept was ratified by the interior
subcommittee, and in its final report to the secretary it recommended that the peninsula
provide maximum recreation use and development for the entire lakeshore, including a
thirty-mile scenic tour. The drive would have entrances at Red Cliff on the east and ending
at Squaw Bay on the west. A hiking trail following the shoreline and the road was also
planned. In addition, park headquarters were proposed at Red Cliff Creek, which would

include employee housing, visitor orientation services, an interpretive center, and a marina.

The site would be the major jumping-off point for trips to the islands and the scenic tour.

**LV. Fine and Philip H. Lewis, Jr., Recreational Potential of the Lake Superior South

Shore Area, Wisconsin Department of Resource Development, Madison, 1964, pp. 20-9.

%"National Park Service, Proposed Istands National Lakeshore, p. 15.
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A major camping and trailer park was envisioned at Frog Bay. Minimal development .
was planned at Raspberry Bay to protect natural and scenic values, but included trails,
picnic facilities, and a canoe-launching site. At Little Sand Bay, a marina would permit easy
access to Sand Island. At Sand Bay, plans called for a major tent and trailer campground,
trails, boat launching facilities, a concessionaire-operated lodge, stables, and related service
facilities. At Squaw Bay, plans envisioned a campground, picnic facilities, and an
information center to orient visitors entering the lakeshore from the west.

The "Shore of Rocks," a two-mile stretch of shoreline between Squaw Bay and Sand
Bay, was viewed as one of the key geological phenomena in the lakeshore. Here, rock
formations had been eroded into interesting forms, including castle rocks, buttresses, natural
bridges, and caves. The plan also called for parking overlooks, small picnic sites, and a
system of trails and interpretive signs. The scenic road and the extensive developments on .
the Bayfield Peninsula would permit easy access to a portion of the lakeshore, and the
largest number of visitors were expected to come here. High visitation numbers would help
the lakeshore meet "Policy Circular No. 1" criteria, which required that recreation areas have
a high carrying capacity. Visits to the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs and the islands would
require substantially more effort, time and money, and would therefore receive substantially

less use than that expected on the peninsula.*®

**Department of the Interior, Propesed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore. .
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The park service, followed the lead of the subcommittee and in their master planning
process placed the bulk of the lands within the lakeshore in a "primitive” designation.*’

Lakeshore supporters did not necessarily agree with the development plan’s tradeoff
between recreation and wilderness. B.L. Dahlberg, an ecologist with the Wisconsin
Conservation Department at Spooner, raised concerns that a road on the peninsula would
adversely impact scenic and wilderness values.*™ We both knew the area well, having
fished the streams and snowshoed into the numerous deer yards in the deep coniferous
ravines. I took some time to respond to his concerns.

I have, as do you, mixed emotions on the road. The plan is to keep it far
enough from the lake so that natural beauty is not destroyed and to permit
a continuous hiking trail around the entire area. The road will, however,
permit tourists to select views of some of the outstanding scenery. If I had my
"druthers,” the peninsula should have been kept wild and natural. To do this
would have meant national park status, which opens up a whole series of
other problems associated with hunting, logging and public use. Keep in mind
our recommendation for preserving the islands and the sloughs and this is
already giving me considerable problems with the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation. In fact the road was put in to permit mass recreation ... to help
qualify the area for recreation status. Because of dual goals (massive
recreation use and preservation), Secretary Udall has already asked Nelson
if he would consider the area for national park status. At this point, I am still
urging recreation area status.*”

“The 1968 National Park Service plan for the entire lakeshore classified land as follows:
48,791 acres (84.8%) as Class V, Primitive; 1,730 acres (12.1%) as Class III, Natural
Environment; and 40 acres (0.1%) as Class VI, Historic and Cultural Sites. No land had
been assigned to Class 1, High Density Recreation, or Class IV, Outstanding Natural
Features. Thus, this plan followe the 1965 plan of the North Central Field Committee
subcommittee.

®B.L. Dahlberg, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., September 18, 1965.

“"Harold C. Jordahl, Jr, letter to B. L. Dahlberg, September 20, 1968.
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As the proposal advanced, others raised concerns and objections to the road,
including the National Parks Association, the secretary and chair of the State Board for the
Preservation of Scientific Areas, and the Michigan and Wisconsin John Muir chapters of the
Sierra Club. A consultant in leisure living warned of car-deer accidents and severe erosion
hazards with road construction on the peninsula.®™

The tourism industry, on the other hand, offered enthusiastic support for the road.
Henry Jardine, president of the South Shore Scenic Drive Association, which included as
many as txyo hundred area businesses, said, “This is one of the best things that ever could
happen to the south shore and the whole area.””

The road also raised the overall development cost for the project substantially. As
the costs of the Vietnam conflict escalated, the federal budget tightened. Nelson became
concerned and asked me to review with the National Park Service ways of reducing road
costs, which he could then present in testimony at upcoming House hearings. His plan was
to shift road development costs into future years. The NPS agreed that if this was necessary,
a road to Squaw Bay and one to Red Cliff Bay would be satisfactory, with the construction
of the scenic highway deferred into the future. This strategy would reduce costs from
$6,037,100 to $3,400,000. In House hearings, however, Nelson did not make the propesal,

and the road continued to be an integral part of the project.” Because of the controversy

“?Edward Schneberger, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., October 16, 1965; SSC Hearings,
pp. 63, 173, 176, 191, and 220.

PSSC Heér_ings, p- 93.
**Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Gaylord A. Neison, July 1, 1968; Richard
Whittpen, memorandum to the acting chief of the Division of New Area Studies and Master

Planning, National Park Service, July 26, 1968.
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. that erupted over the road at the hearings in Ashland in 1967, George Hartzog personally

intervened and brought together those groups opposing the road. A compromise was
hammered out consisting of a two-part, one-way drive. The eastern portion had a counter-
clockwise traffic flow to an exit near the midpoint of the Red Cliff unit. The western part
had a clockwise traffic flow to the same exit, Although this solution lacked unanimous
support, the road as a significant issue was defused.®”

Hartzog had a record of opposing roads in parks and in an interview indicated that
he viewed roads in the lakeshore as he had at Assateague -- something you would swallow
if that was the only way to get the legislation. But he said he would always put it at the
bottom of the list for development funding, and that way the roads never got built.*®

Madeline Island

Made_line Island was the largest in the archipelago, as well as the most extensively
developed. The island in its entirety had been excluded from the lakeshore proposal.
However_, the interior subcommittee sought to determine 1) the potential for a national
monument commemorating the significant archeological and historic valtues of the island;
2) the relationship of Big Bay State Park to the lakeshore; and 3) the possibility of a long-

term lease with the Bad River Indians of a small tract in tribal ownership on the northern

tip of the island. Developments on the island were extensive. Two firms operated ferry

“National Park Service, A Master Plan for Apostle Islands Nationa! Lakeshore,
Washington, D.C.,, 1968, p. 7.

$%George Hartzog, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 7, 1985.
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services from Bayfield to Madeline. There were a large number of homes and vacation .
cottages and a network of roads. During the winter, cars had access across an ice road.

Big Bay State Park, established by the Wisconsin Conservation Commission in 1962,
consisted of 2,732 acres, including 2.5 miles of beautiful beach. At that time, local residents
had pleaded for the park as a stimulus to the eéonomy of the village of LaPointe.”” The
state park, in effect, obviated any need for direct federal involvement on the island for
recreation purposes.

Historic and archeological resources posed more difficult questions. The island was
rich in-history and still contained some archeological resources. A small private museum
at LaPointe was operating in the 1960s and contained the only original building associated
with the fur trade. Nearby, a small Roman Catholic cemetery, known as the "Indian
Cemetery,” contained little frame houses erected by the Indians to protect the graves. Many .
were badly deteriorated. The local Chippewas had as early as 1955 propesed that the
cemetery be acquired by the government; the Indians offered to donate the necessary labor
to renovate it and put the grounds in shape. 5™

Preliminary proposals for the lakeshore urged consideration of a forty- to eighty-acre
tract for a national historic monument to commemorate and interpret the archeological and

historical values of the island and the larger Lake Superior region. A monument would

"Memorandum from the director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation to the U.S.
Secretary of the Interior, March 6, 1964; "Madeline Island Park is Opposed,” Ashland Daily
Press, September 27, 1966; Gene Devine, "Apostle Backers Urge State Park Elimination,"
Milwaukee Sentinel, May 4, 1967,

*®Northwest Wisconsin Regional Plannin Commission, Northwest Wisconsin
g g DNOTIIWEST _ WISConsin

Comprehensive Planning Program, Spooner: December 31, 1965, p. 270. .
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. have been a significant addition to the natural resource values of the rest of the lakeshore.

Moreover, it would be readily accessible with a fifteen-minute ferry boat ride at a nominal
cost. A short walk to a historic monument and the adjacent private museum would have
been significantly attractive to recreationists, many of whom would not have the time or the
money for longer trips to other islands. Not only would they have "an island experience,”
but they would gain an increased awareness of the historic and cultural values of the region.
And, of course, a monument would increase visits to the area, further justifying the
lakeshore, and would have concommitant economic impacts.*”

Planners in the NPS consistently took the position, however, that the archeological
and historical values on Madeline Island, or in the immediate area, should "stand on their
own merits,” and not as a part of the national lakeshore. Their first preliminary master plan
stressed the ecological, geological, and natural resource values of the three units. Madeline
was not discussed.  Cultural values -- archeological, Indian, logging, fur trade, farming,
fishing, for example -- were to be presented as part of the overall lakeshore interpretive
program.®®

By late 1964 it was evident that the NPS would find that Madeline did not warrant
designation as a “"national historic site." Park service historians contended that a site must

be of such quality that it can stand alone rather than gaining designation because it is within

7See, for example, arguments made for a monument in a memorandum from Harold
C. Jordahl, Ir.,, September 9, 1963; in Jordahl, Preliminary Draft, 1963; and in a
memorandum from Jordahl to Andrew Feil, September 11, 1964,

%National Park Service, Proposed Islands National Lakeshore.
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a project area.®  The report of the interior North Central Field Committee’s

subcommittee stated that "Madeline Island was excluded ... for the following reasons:

1. It contains many fine summer and permanent homes and has a permanent
population.

2. It has an extensive network of permanent roads and trails.
3. Property values are high.

4. It presently serves as a private recreation area and should continue to do so in
the future....

S. The state has started a splendid 2,700 acre recreation area on the island which
will meet public needs.

6. Moreover, the town government presently maintains public outdoor recreation
facilities on the island.

The report further stated:

Historic sites outside the boundaries of the National Lakeshore should be .
preserved on their own merit and managed as separate historic sites rather
than national lakeshore units.®?

Sydney Bradford, the NPS historian based in Philadelphia, wrote the historical section
of the report. He stated, "No major event or national personality is associated with the
island. The island is most meaningful in relation to the history of Lake Superior and the
State of Wisconsin." He also noted that

time has dealt harshly with most of the historic sites on Madeline Island.

Early Indian sites have been disturbed.... Evidences of Cadotte’s cabin were
destroyed as that ground was landscaped by a summer resident.. [and]

“Feil memorandum to Jordahl, September 25, 1964.

**North Central Field Committee, subcommittee minutes, November 23-24, 1964; Feil
and Smith, Report on Development, Boundaries and Costs; Department of the Interior,
Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, pp. 97-8. .
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additional foundation ruins were also obliterated as another summer resident
landscaped some of his ground.*®

The report did recommend that NPS interpretative programs be cognizant of the
historic values of the region and further urged the state and local groups 1o accelerate their
efforts to protect and interpret the history of Madeline Island. It made special note of the
need for protection of the "Indian cemetery,” which was "in danger of complete destruction
from over-use by the public and curious souvenir hunters."*

One other matter relative to Madeline Island was explored by the interior
subcommittee: the possibility of a lease or cooperative management of the small two-
hundred-acre tract of Bad River tribal land on the tip of the island. The tract was
established by the 1854 treaty as a fishing site." The piece had potential as a marina and,
because of its closeness to the rest of the archipelago, a park service ranger contact station.
This exploration was subsequently dropped when the Bureau of Indian Affairs, in
cooperation with the tribe, subdivided the land into ten parcels, each containing one
hundred feet of lakeshore frontage. Twenty-five-year leases were being offered with renewal
options. Lessees would be required to make $5,000 worth of improvements within the first
two years.*®

As the interior subcommittee continued to plan, the state continued to acquire land

at Big Bay. At the same time, a controversial real estate development was announced for

“Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, pp. 25-6.

*Ibid., p. 97.

% Jordahl, Preliminary Draft.
“*Edward D. MacDonald, memorandum to Donald J. Mackie, July 15, 1964.
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Madeline Island. The developer, Theodore Gary, opposed Big Bay and put pressure on the
Wisconsin Conservation Commission and Republican State Assemblyman Bernard
Gerhmann to stop any further state land purchases. The commission instructed the
conservation department to negotiate with Ashland County and the town of LaPointe to
resolve the issue. As a compromise, the conservation department proposed a reduction of
Big Bay from 2,700 acres to 1,700 acres. The town of LaPointe rejected the compromise.™

The department then held a public hearing. The developer, described by the Ashland
Daily Press as “one of the nation’s most prominent utility executives, who flew from Hawaii
for the meetings,... expressed opposition to a state park on Madeline.® Both Gary and
his wife Patricia spoke in opposition, arguing that private development would provide a
sounder tax base for the island. Of the more than 150 people who attended, only one out
of ten supported the state project. A handful of lakeshore proponents were present and
argued that Big Bay would nicely complement the federal proposal.®®

Gerhmann introduced legislation to put a two-year moratorium on any further state
acquisition at Big Bay. He noted that there was no need to take more land off the tax rolls;
private land development was progressing nicely, and if the lakeshore passed, a state park
would not 5e needed. He further argued that he was not against a park but wanted to wait

and see what happened to the lakeshore proposal. He urged the Wisconsin Conservation

®’Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, July 26 and December 9, 1966;
"Opposition Raised to Apostle Project," Capital Times, April 21, 1967.

**"Madeline Island Park is Opposed,” Ashland Daily Press, September 27, 1966.
**Ibid.
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. Department to support Nelson and the lakeshore proposal and to stop further land
purchases at Big Bay until the federal interest was "clear.””

The Ashland City Council supported Gerhmann’s position even as it urged action on
the lakeshore. Others, however, proposed a trade of the 1,000 acres now owned by the state
at Big Bay for Oak Island, owned by Ashland County, arguing that the state should permit
local government and private interests to develop Big Bay.*!

The matter became politicized when the development firm, Apostle Islands
Improvement, hired the public relations firm of McDonald, Davis & Schmidt of Milwaukee
to promote public understanding and support for their opposition to Big Bay. The firm
provided the press with air transportation, a luncheon, and a boat tour of the area.
Although the group opposed Big Bay, it did, however, favor Nelson’s lakeshore proposal.

. The Wisconsin Conservation Department responded with vigor, noting its wiltingness to
reduce its acquisition goal from 2,700 acres to 1,700 acres if the town would provide scenic
easements on the fringes of the park, and lease or sell the town park at Big Bay to the state
to provide access to a scenic sand bar. Department representative Don Mackie called Big
Bay "a little jewel we don’t want to lose for the public."*”

Sigurd J. Dahlquist, president of the development group, made a persuasive case "for

a coordinated and unified approach to effective development of the assets and natural

®"Gehrmann is Opposed to Lake Purchase," Ashland Daily Press, April 25, 1967;
Bernard Gerhmann, letter to Virginia Burtness, May 11, 1967.

“I"Private Group Urges Apostle Islands Swap," Milwaukee Journal, May 4, 1967.

*Gene Divine, "Apostle Backers Urge State Park Elimination," Milwaukee Sentinel,

. May 4, 1967.
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resources of the Apostle Islands region.” He said, "For too long the development of this
great national heritage has been approached on a fragmented basis by various elements of
government and by private interests all operating without coordination or shared plans.”

He noted that the federal government was going ahead on a proposed lakeshore, the state
was planning for Big Bay, and a real estate firm was planning a development of considerable
magnitude for Madeline Island. “No joint development plan has ever been prepared among
these groups." He urged a coofdinated plan which would 1) protect and enhance the tax
base; 2) prevent blight and honky-tonk development; 3) provide for a safe and pleasant
highway system to accommodate the estimated 920,000 visitors who would come to the area;
4) protect and enhance Indian culture and tradition; 5) ensure the development of a
comprehensive land use and zoning plan; and 6) provide public access to recreational areas.
He said, "The objective of this entire program is coordination, cooperation and achievement

in what will be a unique application of the respective genius of government and the private

economy."*”

Although the developers wished to stop further state land purchases at Big Bay,
enhance private land development opportunities, and encourage a trade of Big Bay state
lands for the county-owned Oak Island, their arguments for comprehensive planning made
sense. Communication and coordination between planners could have been improved. The

argument that public planning should be closely tied to private development planning to

ensure greater economic benefits for the area was especially persuasive and was responsive

“*Island Park Group Pushes for Coordination in the Creating of Federal Park," Ashland
Daily Press, May 4, 1967.
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. to the interior subcommittee’s goal that the lakeshore stimulate the local economy as a

result of tourism expenditures and federal investments.

The press negatively reacted to the effort. The Capital Times went after the public

relations firm with a headline that declared, "McDonald Davis Fights State Park: Fronts For
Private Development Project in Apostle Area.”" The newspaper noted that the firm "usually
promotes Governor Knowles {and] is running a campaign for a wealthy Miami, Florida,
industrialist aimed at killing a state park on Madeline Island."* Richard A. Brown,
representing Gary’s interests, was quoted as saying that a state park would bring about an
"undesirable” influx of campers to the island. The Times also declared the real bone of
contention in the dispute to be the opposition of a group of out-of-state summer residents
to opening up Madeline Island to campers and picnickers. Later, a scathing Capital Times
editorial blamed the Florida millionaire for wanting to block the state park so he could
develop Madeline for his own ends. It claimed that the public relations firm had

created Governor Warren Knowles, running both of his campaigns for

governor, It writes his speeches. It clears his appointments.... Members of

the firm wander at will through the Governor’s office...."”
The editorial noted that Knowles claimed no knowledge of the firm’s efforts to stop Big Bay,
but found it difficult to accept that position. It urged that he make his position clear.**

Gary opened his 1,300-acre development with a "lavish party,” which included fresh

lobster flown in from Maine. He had platted 102 one-and-a-half-acre lots for owner-built

*"McDonald Davis Fights State Park,” Capital Times, May 5, 1967; "Governor’s Public
Relations Firm Sabotages Apostle Islands Park," Capital Times, May 12, 1967.

*Ibid.
**Ibid.
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homes, six eighteen-unit buildings for guests, an eighteen-hole golf course and clubhouse, .
tennis courts, a large marina and a game farm. The seven-acre marina would require the
removal of 180,000 cubic yards of earth. Costs were in the $3 million to $4 million range.
Governor Knowles dedicated the clubhouse in the fall of 1966.°” The developers kept the
pressure on, a year later the president of the “Island Association,” Leon Lewandowski, wrote
Knowles noting that most islanders favored the lakeshore, but “feel it is rather ridiculous to
have a large federal park in the area and immediately adjoining it have a state park.” He
argued that there would be ample public recreational facilities with a national lakeshore,
that further state land purchases on Madeline would have adverse impacts on the local
property tax base, and that the island was more suitable for private development, which

would enhance the local economy.*®

In response, Knowles stated that he was pleased with local support for the lakeshore

and noted that Wisconsin had taken a leadership role in preserving the Apostle Islands. He
did not directly address the question of stopping Big Bay but said, "Following the election,
I was a guest on Madeline Island with Pat and Ted Gary and, of course, 1 know full well
how they feel about the state park. I was most impressed with what the Garys have done
in preserving the historic sites, helping to create jobs for the native people, and it is with

that type of guidance that Madeline Island will be maintained as a fine recreation area.”

“’Edmund Phelps, Jr., "Lavish Party Opens Luxury Development on Madeline Island,"
Minneapolis Tribune, July 16, 1967.

“*Leon Lewandowski, letter to Governor Warren P, Knowles, October 23, 1968. .
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He did promise to continue to meet with the Department of Natural Resources, the agency
that in 1967 succeeded the conservation department, on the matter of the state park.*”

Unfortunately, the Gary development was initiated before the enactment of the
National Environmental Policy Act in 1970 and the Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act in
1972.  Consequently, environmental impact studies, including archeological and historic
evaluations, were not made in the areas prior to development. Because the land had been
occupied by Indians for hundreds of years and later by fur traders representing three
different nations, it was likely that significant resources were destroyed by the development,
diminishing the potential for cultural interpretation on the island, which would have
complemented the natural resource values in the rest of the archipelago.

Recreation and Resource Use Within the Lakeshore

Wilderness
Overall, the interior subcommittee report proposed boundaries and development plans and
nicely balanced preservation and recreational use goals for the lakeshore. The sloughs and
the islands, with the exception of Sand Island, were to be de facto wild or wilderness areas.
In spite of this balance, which recognized the political and economic realities and the special
needs of the Indian people, environmental organizations, with their more focused agenda,
recommended that the legislation be amended to immediately designate the islands and
sloughs as NPS administered units of the national wilderness system. Those favoring a
cautious approach at the time knew that the wilderness act mandated that the NPS would

have to consider wilderness designation in their master planning process after authorization.

“Warren P, Knowles, letter to Leon Lewandowski, November 13, 1968.
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In preparation for the first hearings on the legislation, the Wilderness Society sent
a special memorandum to lake-states members and cooperators urging them to testify that
all of the islands and the sloughs should be immediately designated wilderness and that the
proposed lodge on Sand Island be deleted. In Wisconsin, the John Muir chapter of the
Sierra Club also took this position and urged the elimination of the scenic road. It also
urged a substantial broadening of the proposal by including the Bad River from Copper
Falls State Park to Lake Superior, the Potato River from Gerney to the Bad River, and the
Marengo River from County Trunk C to the Bad River, all to be considered for special
scenic status. The Michigan chapter of the Sierra Club also supported wilderness
designation for the sloughs and the islands and argued the need to exercise great care on
the construction of the scenic highway.”™

Rupert Cutler, the assistant executive director of the Wilderness Society, urged the
immediate designation of the islands as wilderness. He also pushed for cooperative studies
with the Bad River Tribe to include portions of the sloughs in the wilderness system. Cutler
further urged that development be largely confined to the Red Cliff unit. He expressed
concerns that, as a developed recreation area, the lakeshore would attract too many
visitors.™

Others testifying in favor of wilderness designation for the stoughs included Henry

Kolka, chairman of the Wisconsin Council of Scientific Areas. The state board had earlier

™The Wilderness Society, memorandum to lake states members and cooperators, May
19, 1969, Statement by the John Muir Chapter and the Michigan Chapter of the Sierra Club
to the SSC Hearings, June 1-2, 1967, pp. 67, 176, and 220.

™8SC Hearings, March 17, 1969, pp. 116-17.
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. urged that North Twin and Devil's islands be designated as scientific areas because they

were not occupied by deer and the vegetation was in an "essentially primeval state."™®

Conservation Director LP. Voigt also favored wilderness designation because it would fit
in with his department’s plans for the Apostle Islands State Forest.™
With a touch of nostalgia, Sigurd Olson, a well-known conservation writer and
president of the Wilderness Society, noted that he had spent part of his boyhood in Ashland
and had attended Northland College. He had recently taken a walk along the lakeshore,
and it brought back many memories. I looked across at Barksdale, up the
lake to Washburn, over toward Long Island where I used to camp and pick
blueberries and arbutus and where 1 was stranded once over night when a
storm came up.... I thought to myself, this country is just as beautiful as it
always was and I was thrilled with the idea of this incorporation into the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.™
He urged that the legislation be amended to provide that the "superb string of islands be
immediately designated ... as a unit of the National Wilderness Preservation system." He
also raised concerns that, because "recreation areas” provide for high recreation carrying
capacity, the park service would be tempted to overdevelop the area. He felt that statutory

limitations would protect the wildland resources of the islands and over-development,”™

"28SC Hearings, August 19, 1969, p. 63; R. Dannell, chair of the State Board for the
Preservation of Scientific Areas, letter to Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., March 30, 1965.

™SSC Hearings, August 19, 1969, p. 126.
™SSC Hearings, June 2, 1967, p. 179; HSC Hearings, August 19, 1969, p.171.
Ibid.

.323



The Friends of the Earth took a more conservative position and, in lieu of immediate
wilderness designation, suggested an NPS study of wilderness values.™

From the first drafts of the bill to the many iterations of the legislation considered
by the Congress, explicit recognition had been given to wilderness values, but not to
statutory wilderness designation. The National Park Service’s 1968 revised master plan
recognized wilderness concerns by designating major portions of the lakeshore as "primitive.”
Campsites on the islands and in the sloughs would be primitive, although a group campsite
was still planned for Sand Island. Perhaps in response to wilderness advocates, the proposed
lodge on Sand Island had been eliminated.” The first bill, introduced in Congress 1965,
was Nelson's S. 2498. (During the period the lakeshore was under consideration by the
Congress, three bills were introduced in the Senate and five in the House. (In lieu of
treating bills in chronological fashion, they are discussed according to topics. Thus the
reader may find it useful to refer to Appendix Six to follow the sequence of events as they
occurred.) It recognized wilderness values, as did S. 778, introduced by Nelson in 1967 and
passed in the Senate on August 21 without a dissenting vote. The latter bill defined the
goals of the management plan to be developed by the secretary of the interior as
“preservation of the unique flora and fauna and the physiographic geologic conditions now
prevailing on the Apostle Islands ... [and the] preservation and enhancement of the unique

characteristics of the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs.” The secretary was authorized to develop

"™George Alderson, statement to Roy A. Taylor, SSC Hearings, March 24, 1970, p. 369.

""National Park Service, A Master Plan.
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. facilities necessary for recreational use -- for example, roads, trails, observation points, and
exhibits. In the sloughs, the bill constrained the secretary, mandating "that no such develop-
ment or plan for the convenience of visitors shall be undertaken ... if it would be
incompatible with the preservation of the unique flora and fauna or the present
physiographic conditions.””® The U.S. Department of the Interior’s letter report on $.778
made no comment on the preservation language quoted above other than to note that
"wilderness camping, natural science studies, hiking and some boating” in the sloughs would
be acceptable activities.”™

The same strong preservation language was used in $.621, Nelson’s third bill,
introduced on January 24, 1969, and subsequently passed by the Senate. The letter report
was similar. This committee report made no special mention of wilderness designations.

. H.R. 555, comparable to S. 621, was introduced in the House by Wisconsin Democratic
Congressman Robert Kastenmeier™ on January 3, 1969. It reiterated the earlier language

of §.778 regarding preservation and wilderness values. (H.R. 9306, introduced on March

3. 778, in SSC Hearings, May 9 and June 1-2, 1967.

"Harry R. Anderson, assistant secretary of the interior, letter report to Senator Henry
J. Jackson, SSC Hearings, February 18, May 9, and June 1-2, 1967, pp. 5-6.

"“Robert Kastenmeier represented Wisconsin’s second congressional district, which
included Madison. He was a member of the House Committee on Interior and Insuiar
Affairs and served on the parks subcornmittee. He played a critical role in the eventual

. passage of the lakeshore.
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20, 1969, was the same bill with co-sponsors.) Interior’s letter report on H.R. 555 noted the
same wilderness values as earlier and repeated earlier language regarding the sloughs.™'
The legislation, when enacted, reiterated the original language of S. 778. Because
the Indian lands had been deleted in the final law, there were no references 1o the sloughs.
The House committee report on H.R. 9306 made no specific reference to wilderness per se,
but did note that the development of docking facilities for private and excursion boats would
permit island camping, hiking, photography, nature study, and sight-seeing. The greatly
reduced area on the peninsula was to be appropriately developed with the protection of
natural values. The committee believed the peninsula would "serve the greatest portion of
the visiting public to the lakeshore." Committee Chair Wayne Aspinall said, "It is expected
that this area will be the center attraction for the bulk of the visiting public. Camping,
~ hiking, picnicking, sightseeing, and fishing will all be popular activities and the area should
be useful as well for winter sports and outings. With snowmobiles increasing in popularity,

it is expected that trails will be developed for their use."™

™S. 621 in SSC Hearings, March 17, 1969; Harry R. Anderson, assistant secretary of the
interior, letter report to Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, SSC Hearings, January 16 and
March 17, 1969, p. 6; Report No. 91-276 to accompany S. 621 in SSC, June 25, 1969; HSC
Hearings, August 19, 1969; HSC Hearings, March 23-24 and June 3, 1970; Leslie L. Glasgow,

U.S. Department of the Interior letter report to Congressman Wayne N. Aspinall, HSC
Hearings, March 19, 1970, p. 237.

""Providing for the Establishment of the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore in the
State of Wisconsin, and for Other Purposes,” Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
House of Representatives, Ninety-First Congress, Second Session to accompany H.R. 9306,
Report No. 91-1280, July 7, 1970 (identified as HIIAC Report in subsequent citations), p. 4;
Wayne Aspinall in Congressional Record, September 10, 1970, p. H8559.
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Although Nelson had empathy for those who had urged immediate designation of the
islands as a part of the national wilderness system, (he personally favored keeping the
islands wilderness) such an amendment would have created substantial political problems
with local people. In a recreation area the Indians would be permitted to hunt, fish, trap
and harvest wild rice within the reservation. They would have preferential rights to any
timber harvests. Hunting, trapping, and fishing -- both sport and commercial -- would be
permitted in the entire lakeshore for both Indians and non-Indians. Such usage was
inconsistent with formal wilderness designation. Furthermore, the idea of designating the
project as a national park with restricted usage had been discussed on numerous occasions
and discarded in favor of keeping it a recreation area. But this had posed another dilemma;
recreation areas had to meet mass-recreation criteria. The trade-off was the proposed
thirty-mile scenic road and other developments on the peninsula, and wilderness-like
management of the sloughs and the islands.

In spite of the substantial changes in boundaries in the final legislat.ion, the record
is clear that Congress made no changes in the National Park Service plans for the islands.
With the exception of Sand Island, they were to be kept essentially wild and primitive. The
peninsula was to be appropriately developed with attention paid to protection of natural
values.

Logging

Although timber harvest in recreation areas was permissible if it did not interfere

with recreation, the House subcommittee, following the recommendations of interior’s North
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Central Field Committee subcommittee, recommended that logging not be permitted in the

lakeshore for several reasons:

. The Bayfield Peninsula consisted of a narrow strip of land, and logging would be
incompatible with recreation use;

2. The islands were to be maintained in a "wilderness-like condition" and for the
most part their small size precludes timber harvest that would not conflict with
outdoor recreation; and

3. There was no significant acreage of commercial forest land in the sloughs.

The House committee further noted that there was a surplus of wood products in the region
and, in fact, throughout the lake states, and that eliminating timber harvest within the
lakeshore would not adversely impact the local economy. Subtie forms of forest
management designed to improve visual impacts, including the salvage of unsightly or
dangerous blowdowns, and management to prevent insect infestations and fire hazards
would be permitted.”

Mining and Mineral Rights

Fortunately, little potential existed for metallic and non-metallic minerals within the
lakeshore, and mining was never an issue in the legislative process.

Historically, the islands and the Bayfield Peninsula had been important sources of
brownstone for building purposes in the north-central states and in cities as far distant as
New York, Buffalo, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Kansas City, St. Louis, Chicago, Detroit,
Minneapolis, and Winnipeg, Ontario. By 1898, eight important quarries were in operation

in the area. By 1900, more than twelve miltion cubic feet of brownstone had been quarried

"“HIIAC Report, July 7, 1970, pp. 90-1.
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. and shipped to ten or more states and more than forty cities. Changing building
technologies, however, brought an end to the use of stone as a building material,

At one time, sand had been dredged off Sand Island for use in the Duluth-Superior
area. Since 1918, Ashland and Bayfield counties had produced about 1.9 million tons of sand
and gravel, but the portion derived from the lakeshore was not known. At the time of the
interior subcommittee studies, sand extraction from the area was not important.

To the south of the lakeshore, the Lake Superior sandstone was in contact with
Lower Keweenawan rocks from which extensive depaosits of native copper had been mined
in Michigan. Prospecting in the 1850s, test holes in the 1954-55 era, and exploration by a
private corporation in the late [950s showed that the values were too low for commercial
exploitation, |

. The Gogebic Iron Range some twenty-five miles south of the lakeshore had, at one
time, been a major producer of high-grade hematite ores, which were shipped out of
Ashland to mills on the lower lakes. Some 320 million long tons of iron ore had been
removed from the range. In 1965, foreign competition and the exhaustion of the high-grade
hematites resulted in the closing of all mines on this range in Wisconsin.

At the western end of the range, near Mellen some twenty-five miles south of the
lakeshore, substantial deposits of magnetic taconite existed. The Bureau of Mines believed
these deposits had high mining potential. Mining here could pose a problem to the
lakeshore; large quantities of water would be drawn from the Bad River basin for grinding

and beneficiating the low-grade ores. Although ninety-five percent of the water used in such
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mining operations would be returned to surface waters, it might be degraded and could
adversely impact the Bad River Slough within the lakeshore.

The Bureau of Mines stated that "existing geologic evidence and interpretations lead
to the conclusion that the Apostle Islands and adjacent Lake Superior shore areas have a
very limited mineral industry potential."™

However, the Bureau of Mines in Washington, ever mindful of its mission to maintain
a vigorous minerals industry, wanted to keep mining as an option and suggested that the
interior subcommittee report be modified to read: "Should mining [in the lakeshore] become
in the national interest, arrangements for operations would be made to provide adequate
and reasonable protection to recreational features and still permit the enjoyment of mineral
benefits.”” This suggestion, however, was not included in the report.

Harvesting Wild Rice

Plans for the lakeshore envisioned continued harvesting of wild rice in the Kakagon-
Bad River sloughs. During good crop years, approximately 6,000 to 10,0600 pounds of rice
were gathered by as many as forty harvesting teams during a six- to twelve-day harvest
period. Bad River Indians were the main harvesters; they used the rice for family needs and
for sale. Although the total value of the crop was not great, ricing was an important
element of the Chippewa lifestyle. The lakeshore would not interfere with that tradition.

To protect rice stands from adverse wave action, the interior subcommittee recommended

"“Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, pp. 34-40.

SMemorandum from the director of the Bureau of Mines to Henry P. Caulfield, May
7, 1965.
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. restrictions on outboard motors and proposed "no-wake" speeds in the Kakagon Sloughs

portion of the lakeshore.”*

Trappin

As with wild rice, the trapping of furbearers, although not commercially important,
was symbolically important to the Indian people and would continue to be permitted in the
lakeshore. At one time, more than 2,000 muskrats and lesser numbers of mink, beaver, and
otter were trapped in the sloughs. With management, biologists estimated that an annual
harvest of some 20,000 muskrats would be possible. At the time of the interior
subcommittee studies, only a handful of muskrats were being trapped, and without a
significant increase in fur prices, future trapping was not viewed as significant.”

Sports and Commercial Fishing

The only significant sports fishing within the lakeshore area was in the sloughs on the
Bad River Reservation; this activity could continue for both Indians and non-Indians. Over-
fishing and the invasion of the parasitic sea lamprey had practically eliminated sports fishing
in Lake Superior by the mid-1960s. Before the fishery collapsed, forty sports fishing charter
boats operated in the area along with an equal number of private trolling boats. During the
winter, it was not uncommon to see more than two hundred fishermen bobbing for lake
trout through the ice. Although sixty commercial fishermen still operated out of Washburn,

Bayfield, Cornucopia, and Port Wing in the 1960s, the bulk of their catch consisted of low-

"$Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National I akeshore, pp. 40-2;
9,

bid., p. 42.
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value herring, chub, and smelt. Nb significant increases in commercial fishing were expected
until the lake trout fishery was restored.”®

Even though the area was to be established as a national lakeshore, commercial
fishing was expected to continue. The interior subcommiitee -- especially member William
Dryer of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries -- and [ carefully investigated methods of
eliminating potential conflicts. At the time, a water boundary for the lakeshore was not
envisioned. However, the responsibility of the National Park Service for public use, safety,
and enjoyment was explicitly recognized. The subcommittee recommended collaborative
efforts with the state and local governments to deal with conflicts. The final report

recommended that:

1. The secretary of the interior be empowered to regulate hunting, fishing and
related activities where there existed a threat to public safety, use, or enjoyment
on lands and waters under his jurisdiction. This authority would be no greater
than that enjoyed by any landowner and in no way implied that the secretary was
regulating the harvest of wildlife, which was a state responsibility.

2. The lakeshore be located adjacent to and on a large body of water, providing a
spatial cushion to mitigate conflicts over surface water use by pleasure and
commercial craft. Moreover, the cold waters of Lake Superior would prevent
large numbers of people from swimming or water skiing, activities that frequently
conflicted on intensively used inland lakes. Because no serious conflicts existed
then, nor were anticipated, the responsibility for surface water control would
continue with the state government and conflicts would be resolved through
cooperative efforts.

3. The state has the right to regulate commercial fishing, to open and close seasons,
and to determine the manner in which fish might be taken and the types of gear
which might be used. Furthermore, resolution of the historic arguments between
commercial and sport fishers had been a responsibility of the state. These
responsibilities should continue and any conflicts were to be resolved through
cooperative efforts.

"Jordahl, Preliminary Draft, p. 4.
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Wisconsin statutes required that gill nets be marked with a buoy on each end of the

gang. The buoy was to be two feet above the water with a sixteen-inch-square flag attached.

" The only marker required for pound nets was a board placed three feet above the water.

If these markers were not sufficient, the U.S. Coast Guard suggested that the state,
commercial fishers, and the Department of the Interior arrange cooperatively to mark such
nets with luminous tape t;or night identification (lighted buoys on nets were illegal because
they interfered with permanent lighted navigational aids).

The interior subcommittee report concluded that "the potential conflicts ... do not
appear at this time to be sufficiently serious to the subcommittee to warrant major changes
in the historic roles played by the state and federal governments on these matters.
Moreover, if a National Lakeshore is established, state officials have indicated their
willingness to cooperate fully with the Department in resolution of conflicts over which they
have jurisdiction."™

Because a water boundary was still being considered, I cautioned that the legislative
history should clearly show that commercial fishing would not be eliminated within the
lakeshore but would be managed in such a way that conflicts between recreationists and
commercial fishermen would be held to a minimum. Any attempt to eliminate commercial
fishing within the one-quarter-mile area would cause a fight with the commercial fishers,

who up to that point had been either neutral or generally supportive. A quarter-mile water

boundary might also give the National Park Service the power to limit the number of

"“Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, pp. 93-6;

Jordahl, Preliminary Draft; Jordahl, memorandum to Caulfield, May 11, 1964; Memorandum
from the director of the Bureau of Sports and Commercial Fisheries, November 27, 1964.
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commercial fishers in this zone for public safety. Limited entry, in addition to safety
considerations, would control overfishing.”

Hunting

Hunting within the lakeshore would continue. At the time of the proposal, the
sloughs were recognized as one of the better waterfowl hunting areas in the state; twenty-
four species of ducks had been observed there. Long Island and Chequamegon Point were
often good spots for hunting Canada, snow, and blue geese. Ruffed grouse were important
game birds on the mainland, although they were not found on the islands. Deer had shown
an eruptive population behavior on the islands in the 1950-60 era and provided marvelous
hunting. By the 1960s populations were rapidly declining, although in 1963 some 4,700 hours
of hunting on the islands had resulted in a kill of eighty-three deer and an unknown number

of bear.”™ Louis Hanson summed up the political realities of hunting in the lakeshore,

and especially in the sloughs, in an interview with Kathleen Lidfors in 1985:

I think the hunting thing was brought up by concerned citizens who were --
well, to be frank about it, the east end of Ashland, which is a highly
Democratic area; [they] had voted solidly in *58 for then-State Senator Nelson
to become governor, and his re-election to governor in 1960. {But] after the
Apostle Islands proposal ... he did not lose what was then the eighth, ninth
and tenth wards [in Ashland], but his popularity dropped markedly. They
didn’t want this to be done. Politics is the art of the possible and to mediate

that, I think hunting was included and trapping, which was never much of a
problem.™

™Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Allen Edmunds, January 30, 1967.
" Department of the Interior, Proposed Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, pp. 55-6.
2]. Louis Hanson, interviewed by Kathleen Lidfors, March 27, 1985.
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. General Observations on Resource Use

The overall strategy on the part of the interior subcommittee had been to permit
most traditional uses within the lakeshore and to enlist the various user groups to either
remain neutral or to support the proposal. In general, the strategy worked. Because there
were no important minerals within the lakeshore, mining was not an issue. Only one person
recommended that the islands be managed for timber on a selective basis, With such
minimal interest, logging never became a significant issue. Sportsmen, primarily from
Ashland, many of whom had hunting shacks in the sloughs, did raise some strong opposition
to the lakeshore through signed petitions. They were appropriately afraid that what they
viewed to be their private hunting grounds would be infringed by outsiders attracted to the
sloughs as a result of national designation and publicity. Research by students and faculty

. at Northland College and by members of the Citizens’ Committee for an Apostle Islands
National Lakeshore demonstrated conclusively the invalidity of the petitions (see Chapter
Thirteen). Although hunting did not become an important substantive issue in the debates
before Congress, hunters did use their influence with the Bad River Indians to enlist their
support to oppose the lakeshore proposal.

One commercial fishing family, the Hokensons, opposed the lakeshore because their
home and base of operation were within the lakeshore boundary and would be acquired by
the National Park Service. Other commercial fishers generally remained neutral. Roger
Bodin, a well-known commercial fisherman, was a strong advocate, but he urged that

commercial fishing be regulated by the state, the one-quarter-mile water boundary be
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eliminated, and the use of roads and landings within the lakeshore for getting on and off the
winter ice continue "as they have done for hundreds of years in this area.”™

In part, because state jurisdiction over hunting, fishing, trapping and wild ricing would
continue, Knowles and Voigt eventually supported the lakeshore.™ The national and
Wisconsin chapters of the Wildlife Federation and the Izaak Walton League also came out
in support if these activities would continue.”™ As a matter of principle, the National
Parks Association objected to continued hunting, although it supported the proposal in
general.”™ In the end, the language in the act explicitly allowed a variety of activities:

The Secretary shall permit hunting, fishing, and trapping on lands and waters

under his jurisdiction within the boundaries of the lakeshore in accordance

with the appropriate laws of Wisconsin and the United States to the extent

applicable, except that he may designate zones where, and establish periods

when, no hunting, trapping, or fishing shall be permitted for reasons of public

safety, administration, fish or wildlife management, or public use and enjoy-

ment. Except in emergencies, any regulations prescribing any such restrictions

shall be put into effect only after consultation with the appropriate State
agency responsible for hunting, trapping, and fishing activities,”

"@8SC Hearings, June 1, 1967, p. 219.

Ibid., pp. 128-9.

"2SSC Hearings, March 17, 1969, pp. 29, 31.

"SSC Hearings, May 9, 1967, p. 63.

"’Public Law 91-424, Ninety-First Congress, Second Session, September 26, 1970.
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. CHAPTER TEN

LAND ACQUISITION ISSUES IN THE APOSTLE
ISLANDS NATIONAL LAKESHORE

Introduction
In 1967, ownership and improvements within the proposed lakeshore were:

Acreage

Total in Lakeshore 57,51

Public Acreage

Federal (Jargely for light houses) 1,213
State (largely Stockton Island) 9,920
Local (largely Oak Isiand) 10325
Total 21,458
Private Acreage 25,186
Indian Land
Red Ciiff Reservation
Tribal 1,724
Allotted 535
Total 2,259
Bad River Reservation
Tribal 3,178
Allotted 5430
Total 8,608

Improvements

Year-round residences 14
Seasonal cottages [§%]
Lodges 1
Rental cottages 11
Restaurants, stores, taverns 3
Docks 27
Airstrip 1
Total 172

Outside of the reservations, forty-six percent of the land was already in public
ownership. There were only fourteen year-round residences within the lakeshore
boundaries. Seasonal cottages were located at Little Sand Bay, on Sand Island, and

at scattered locations throughout the islands; hunting and fishing shacks, largely
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owned by non-Indians, were located in the Kakagon-Bad River sloughs. Within the
Indian reservations, seventy-two percent of the land within the proposed national
lakeshore was already either alienated from the tribes or allotted to individual
Indians, and the tribes exerted little or no control on these lands.

Given the large amount of public land, the modest number of year-round
residences, the mixed land tenure pattern within the reservations and the outstanding
natural resources, a persuasive case could be made for the establishment of a
national lakeshore in the region. Although the case was persuasive, land issues,
including those concerning Indian lands, would dominate much of the congressional
debate over the lakeshore.

Reactions on the part of government officials varied from the state, county,
and town levels; they aiso changed over time. The posture of these officials would
strongly influence the debates.

Normally, federal recreation-area legislation provided that state and local
government lands within the boundaries would be donated to the National Park
Service. In the case of the Apostle Islands, the field office of the solicitor and I
argued that an exception should be made providing that town and county lands would
be purchased by NPS and that state lands would continue to be managed by the state
or could be donated at a future date. Because the project was in a federally
designated economic redevelopment area that had.chronic problems of out-migration
and under- and unemployment, the modest number of dollars to purchase town and

county lands would have little or no impact on authorized land acguisition
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. expenditures, but would be significant in terms of public relations with local
governments. Initially, these arguments did not prevail. The solicitor’s office in
Washington was concerned that the purchase of town and county lands would set a
precedent for future park s\ervice projects. Moreover, they, and the interior
commitiees in the U.S. Senate and especially the House, believed that state and local
governments should be willing to donate lands in exchange for the favorable
economic benefits as a result of a national park or recreation area. This policy
position was consistent with legislation enacted for Pictured Rocks National
Lakeshore in Michigan, the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area in Montana
and Wyoming, the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore in Indiana, all established in
1966, and the legislation under consideration for Sleeping Bear Dunes National

. Lakeshore in Michigan, which was authorized on October 21, 1970.

Thus, bills S. 2498 (1965) and S. 778 (1967) contained language specifying that
"any property or interests therein owned by the state of Wisconsin, or any political
subdivision thereof, may be acquired only with the concurrence of such owner.” No
mention was made of donation; however, donation was assumed. The House
subsequently changed the language to explicitly provide that lands owned by the state
be acquired only by donation. No mention was made of Jocally owned land.
State Government and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore

The Wisconsin Conservation Department’s efforts to acquire land within the

boundaries of the lakeshore were debated at length between 1961 and 1970. The state

had investigated the possibility of acquiring lands on the islands since the 1930s.
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However, the area was remote, funds were lacking, and the state legislature was .
unwilling to make appropriations from the state general fund. Finally, in 1955, the
Wisconsin Conservation Commission acted on an "Apostle Islands Wilderness Area"
policy and subsequently leased the bulk of the land on Stockton Island. The
purchase of this land was consummated in 1959 as part of an Apostie Islands State

Forest.”

During the 1960s, the Wisconsin Conservation Department consistently
maintained a position that it would vigorously pursue land purchases within the
established Apostle Islands State Forest and on other islands as the opportunities
presented themselves. In addition, during this period, the conservation commission
approved the establishment of the 2,732-acre Big Bay State Park on Madeline Island.
The U.S. Department of the Interior supported state land acquisition within
the proposed lakeshore boundary, and in its reports and public testimony stated that  ~ .
the state conservation department could manage its lands in a manner consistent with
NPS standards whén the lakeshore was approved. But, we stressed that the state
lacked the fiscal capacity to accomplish the larger goals envisioned for the lakeshore.
With help from the Wisconsin Department of Resource Development we did
successfully persuade the conservation department to drop plans for selected

acquisitions on the Bayfield Peninsula.””? The arguments for joint management

worked reasonably well, although the state raised concerns from time to time.

"Edward McDonald, statement at a public meeting on the Apostie Islands National
Lakeshore, Ashland, Wisconsin, August 28, 196S.

Jordahl, Preliminary Draft. .
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. Subtle arguments emanating from the Wisconsin Conservation Department
were frequently reported by the press, especially the Milwaukee Journal. In part, the
arguments arose because of escalating competition between recreation planners in
two state agencies, the departments of resource development and conservation.
William Rennebohm, a planner with the Wisconsin Department of Resource
Development, had been enticed to join the state conservation department as its first
recreation planner. Rennebohm had serious reservations regarding the Apostle
Islands. He doubted that the area would begin to attract the numbers of tourists
envisioned in the "Fine study.” He thought the waters of Lake Superior were too
cold for swimming and that pools would be necessary. A planned million-dollar state
investment in the area was substantially more than a modest program, and the state

. should be reimbursed for any lands which went into the lakeshore. On one positive
note, Rennebohm thought a national lakeshore would benefit the state as a result of
"national advertising."™®
Another problem arose when the conservation department fisheries staff

requested federal funds under the Anadramous Fish Act to acquire access points at

Siskiwit, Raspberry, and Frog bays on the Bayfield Peninsula. Bill Dryer of the

Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, a member of the interior subcommittee,

recommended against approving this request; it was eventually denied.™

William Rennebohm, memorandum to John Beale, Wisconsin Conservation
Department, April 26, [965.

7Bill Dryer, memorandum to the regional director of the Bureau of Commercial
. Fisheries, August 15, 1968; Harold C. Jordahl, Jr, memorandum to the regional director of
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Another issue repeatedly raised by state and local officials was an in-lieu-of-
property-tax payment of thirty cents per acre made by the Wisconsin Conservation
Department to local units of government for state-owned land in their jurisdictions.
Our response was to stress that new private development would offset the modest tax
losses. In spite of this reassurance, the department effectively represented local
government concerns on this issue and repeatedly urged that federal legislation be
amended to include a comparable in-lieu payment by the Interior Department to

local units.”

As Interior Department staff assigned to the Apostle Islands changed over
time, 1t was continually necessary to advise them not to join the arguments over state
land donations. For example, Al Edmunds, the National Park Service coordinator,
wanted a formal opinicn from the state on a donation of its land to the federal
government. I responded by outlining our overall strategy vis a vis the state:

This project potentially could go "aground” on political shoals. Keep
in mind that the incumbent Governor represents a party different from
the Senate sponsor, Mr. Nelson. Newspaper speculation indicates that
the Governor may run against the Senator.

We have had no problems on this matter to date, because we have not
forced the state government (The Governor, Legislature, Conservation
Commission, or Conservation Director) to take a formal position. 1
think I am safe in generalizing by saying that these individuals and
bodies basically support the proposal, but because of political
constderations, might assume a posture inimical to the project, if they
are forced to take a position. So, at this time, I strongly urge that no

the Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, September 16, 1968.

"L.P. Voigt, director of the Wisconsin Conservation Department, letter to Governor

Warren P. Knowles, May 29, [969.
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direct formal approach be made. When hearings are scheduled, the
strategy regarding a formal state position can be decided.”™

In spite of this, a new park service planner, Richard "Dick" Whittpen, in a revision
to the lakeshore master plan and conforming to other precedents, recommended that the
state donate its land. Fearing an untimely debate, I urged him to modify this language to
provide for state management, which he did.

We refused to be drawn into arguments regarding the donation of state lands and
noted that joint federal-state management would be consistent with lakeshore goals. To
reinforce this position, Nelson wrote Knowles and stated that his bill, then S. 778, would not
necessitate any change in the Apostle Islands State Forest and that the Interior Department
could only acquire state lands with the consent of the owner. He indicated that members
of the Senate subcommittee would be interested in knowing if the state conservation
department would like to continue to maintain the state forest.”™

The first formal position by the state was articulated at the first Senate subcommittee
hearings in 1967, when Voigt said, "for, and at the request of Warren P. Knowles, Governor
of the state of Wisconsin,... [ would like to say that we strongly recommend passage of this
bill. We are strongly in favor of an integrated and well-coordinated state-federal program
for the area.” Commissioner "Frosty" Smith put the Wisconsin Conservation Commission
on record as supporting the governor and the bill. He noted that a joint state-federal study

might suggest that the long-term public interest would best be met by the sale of state lands

™Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., memorandum to Allen T. Edmunds, January 30, 1967.
"MSenator Gaylord A. Nelson, letter to Governor Warren P. Knowles, May 18, 1967.
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on Stockton and Basswood islands. The issue of the sale of state land was now on the table,
but fortunately the senators did not join the issue, For th:e next two-and-a-half years the
state maintained that it would continue land purchases, and in the event of a transfer, the
land would be sold.”™

By 1970, the state Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the conservation
department successor, had made considerable progress on its land-purchase program; ninety-
six percent, or 16,609 acres, of the state forest on Oak, Stockton, and Basswood islands had
been acquired at a cost of almost $250,000. A dock and public-use facilities on Stockton
had cost $120,000. Voigt had no fears regarding joint management and cautioned that the

transfer of state lands to the federal government would take legislative action, "which of
course cannot be predicted."* )
During the 1970 House interior committee hearings, National Park Service Director
George Hartzog shifted from favoring joint state-federal management to favoring donation
of lands owned by the state and local governments to the NPS. In direct response to a
question by the chairman, he indicated that the park service would not pay for these lands,
and he was not expecting any problems over a land donation. Represenative James
McClure, an Idaho Republican, was uneasy over the fact that Ashland County had not been

concerned and in fact had attempted to market their land to private parties. Representative

Abraham Kazen, a Texas Democrat, was also concerned about the lack of commitment to

™$SC Hearings, June -2, 1967, pp. 126-31.
"HSC Hearings, June 23-24, 1970, p. 243.
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donate state lands. Nelson indicated that he was not worried and believed the state would
eventually donate its lands.

That ended the discussion of state and local government land ownership during
House hearings. However, a few days before final markup of the legislation in the House
in 1970, the issue resurfaced. At that time, my contacts and communications with the House
committee had not been as close or sustained as those with the Senate. The House staff
was therefore not as familiar with the legislative history. At the request of Chairman
Aspinall, Lee McElvain, a House committee consultant on national parks and recreation,
calied me and requested that I obtain a letter from the state indicating that it would be
willing to donate its lands. In fact, the DNR had written the congressional delegation to
oppose the language requiring donation. If a transfer was to be made, the DNR wanted
reimbursement. 1 gave McElvain a lengthy review of the history of planning for the
lakeshore, the longstanding antipathy between Nelson and the DNR, the depressed nature
of the local economy, and problems we faced vis a vis the town and county boards. I then
assured McElvain that even though a letter from the state indicating its willingness to
donate its land could not then be secured, a donation could likely be accomplished after
enactment. A negative response from the state at this critical time would certainly muddy
the political waters. In the interim, joint management was feasible. McElvain agreed with

my arguments, and the language in H.R. 9306, as reported by the House committee and as
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enacted into law, provided that state lands could only be acquired by donation. Any .
reference to the donations of lands by local governments was deleted.”™

The issue of state lands in the archipelago was ever-present in the lakeshore debate.
The state took caretful, conservative positions vis a vis Nelson and a federal proposal. No
state lands were involved in the initial Nelson proposal. Conservation department officials,
in fact, were not advised of the proposal; they read about it in the newspapers. When the
islands were included, great care in dealing with the state would be required; in fact, the
first unsure steps in developing legislation were based on the idea of a joint project. The
federal government would provide the funds; the state, under joint agreements, would
manage the area. Such an arrangement posed few problems for the state. As the proposal
evolved and the need for direct federal involvement became apparent, the state informally
warned th:;t the legislature would have to enact enabling legislation to permit the federal .
government to establish a lakeshore. (In the 1930s the state had enacted enabling legislation
authorizing the federal government to acquire 800,000 acres in the Chequamegon National
Forest and 600,000 acres in the Nicolet National Forest. But that legislation was in
response to the federal act that required such permission.) We did not argue the point; we
simply side-stepped it. Joint management of the istands by NPS and the Wisconsin

Department of Natural Resources was a satisfactory solution. And by the mid-1960s,

'Summarized in a memorandum from Harold C. Jordahl, Jr., to Pat Miller, July 28,
1980. (For a careful analysis of this precedent see the memorandum from the regional
solicitor, Rocky Mountain Region, to the regional director, Midwest Region, National Park
Service, August 20, 1980, and the minutes of the meeting of the Wisconsin Natural
Resources Board, October 6, 1970.) .

346




. political and popular support for a lakeshore had risen to the point where direct state
opposition would have been politically damaging to the agency.

Edward Crafts, the director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, was especially
sensitive to state interests in the area. Support from the Wisconsin Conservation
Department for his fledgling agency was probably more important in the long run than
transitory support from a governor and a staff closely aligned with the governor. The
conservation department had a large professional staff, was in charge of managing the state’s
outdoor recreation programs, and would be the eventual recipient of federal grant-in-aid
funds then being considered by Congress. Crafts’s political strength would in no small
measure be based on his success in using the grant-in-aid dollars to build a strong national
coalition of state park agencies. On the other hand, he had to balance his sensitivity to the

. state conservation agency interests with those of Nelson and Udall. He therefore took the
position of neither opposing the lakeshore nor supporting it. But he repeatedly slowed the
planning process and brought to Udall’s attention the state’s interest in and activities on the
islands and at Big Bay State Park. Finally, two years later, when it was obvious that the
state would support the project, he wrote Udall a letter of support.”*

An objective analysis of the situation might lead to a conclusion that state support
for a national lakeshore and a free transfer of state lands made eminent good sense. The
islands could continue as "wilderness areas" under federal management and would be

available for public use. The substantial annual budget savings that would accrue to the

PEdward Crafts, memoranda to Interior Secretary Stewart Udall, March 6, 1964, and
December 21, 1965,
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state conservation department could be allocated to the new Big Bay State Park and other
substantial needs identified in the "South Shore Studies" and the State Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan. But objectivity does not necessarily lead to a reasoned
conclusion. There were numerous reasons for the state to choose a different course of
action.

The state had a history of dealing with its own problems; during the Progressive era,
Wisconsin became a national model. The state had been addressing conservation issues
since before the turn of the century, drawing on its strong tradition of independence,
especially in matters relating to natural resource management. For example, in spite of the
massive economic depression of the 1930s, the superintendent of state parks and forests kept
the federal Civilian Conservation Corps from establishing work camps on state lands for
more than two years.””

In the central and northern "cutover” lands, the overwhelming economic, fiscal, and
social crisis in the 1920s and 1930s forced the state to permit the federal government to
establish national forests and national wildlife refuges (including Horicon, Upper Mississippi
and Necedah) and large Farm Security Administration land utilization projects in the
Central Wisconsin Conservation Areas at Black River Falls and Meadow Valley. However,
the Apostle Islands region was not of sufficient import to the state for any serious attention.
It had given at best only lukewarm support in the 1930s for a national park in the Apostle

Islands {see Chapter Six). And when the NPS at that time rejected a national park, the

Carol Ahlgren, "The Civilian Conservation Corps and Wisconsin State Park
Development,” Wisconsin Magazine of History 71(3), Spring 1988, pp. 184-204.
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. state made no effort to have the decision overruled, and in fact resisted park service
pressure to establish a state park there.

Independence, self-reliance, and a distrust of federal agencies and programs
accounted for the state posture toward the 1960s lakeshore proposal. Moreover, human
emotions played a part. The state had made a substantial fiscal commitment to the area.
It persisted in its attempts to acquire Oak Island from Ashland County; it took eight years
of effort, innumerable personal contacts and communications with local citizens and officials,
and five formal appearances before the county board before it succeeded. In addition, the
state had made a substantial effort to obtain local support for Big Bay State Park. Field
staff, administrators, and policy makers were justly proud of their accomplishments.

Other mundane but important factors also played a role. An Apostle Islands State

. Forest and a Big Bay State Park justified conservation department presence in the area
through personnel, buildings, and boats. Boats were especially useful for “official
inspections.” Their presence translated into political influence with officials elected to local
office and state positions. A transfer of lands, either as a gift or sale, meant a substantial
loss in the department’s local influence. More parochially, this area was its turf and any
infringement by the National Park Service would be resented.

Lastly, the conservation department justified its aggressive acquisition program by
pointing to the perpetual uncertainty of establishing a lakeshore. The National Park Service
had turned it down in the 1930s, and Nelson’s original 196 proposal took nine long years

to enact.
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County Government and the Apostle Islands National Lakeshore .
Ashland County particularly resisted donating its lands to the federal government for
a lakeshore, especially in view of the fact that it had resisted a sale to the state. For
example, in 1962, the state offered the county $80,000 for Oak Island. A conservation
department staff member even flew to Ashland to present the check to the county board;
it was rejected.”® A year later the board asked for private bids on the island, again turned
down a state offer, and reviewed with favor a tentative offer of 350,000 from a
developer.™ In 1969 the state finally succeeded with the purchase of Oak Island and five
additional parcels on Stockton and Basswood islands for $201,000. The state was the only
bidder on all six parcels; the Basswood Island parcels drew bids from three private
individuals, including William C. Bfewer of Chicago, a staunch opponent of the lakeshore.

The only dissenting vote came from board member Hugo Piper, who, believing land values

would continue to rise, argued, "Just four years ago.the state had offered $80,000."7%
Piper was also concerned that in the event that the state gave its lands to the park

service, the town of LaPointe would lose the thirty-cent state in-lieu-of-tax payments. Al

Ehly, the director of state parks and recreation, assured the county board, stating that the

"DNR was not in the habit of putting a million dollars into property and [then] donating it

™Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, September 21, 1962; Report by L.P.
Voigt, Wisconsin Conservation Commission minutes, November 2, 1962.

™Russ Tall, "Apostle Islands Plan Debated,” Midland Cooperator, October 14, 1963.

""Island Sale to State is Favored," Milwaukee Sentinel, June 24, 1969; "Ashland Board
Votes to Sell Islands,” Milwaukee Sentinel, June 25, 1969, .
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. to anybody.”™ Because town and county governments depended in large measure on

property taxes for their budgets, any removal of lands from tax rolls was viewed negatively,
and arguments regarding the long-term benefits of a lakeshore were not persuasive. For
example, the Fine study showed a gross property tax on private lands within the lakeshore
of $9,055 in 1963 (an estimate substantially lower than figures used by local officials), which
included the $2,940 in-lieu-of-tax payments by the state. Under joint management, state
payments would continue. Thus, the net property tax loss was $6,115, which would be more
than offset by new tourism developments, an $8 million lakeshore development program,
the permanent employment of twenty-one persons, and tourist spending with an annual
impact on the region of $7.5 million.™

Ashland County’s opposition to either the sale or donation of its lands went further:
the county initially opposed the entire proposal. The chair of the board, Ken Todd, pointed
out that forty-eight percent of the land in the county was owned either by the state or the
federal government. Todd stated, T can’t imagine how they can make a national park out
of those islands."™ Over the next several years members of the Citizens’ Committee for
an Apostle Islands National Lakeshore lobbied county board members with little effect. In

fact in 1966, the board voted against the taking of any privately owned developed property

Ibid.

"“Fine, Apostle Islands: Some of the Economic Implications, pp. 10-14.
5Tall, "Apostle Islands Plan Debated."
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within lakeshore boundaries. It further resolved that the county be compensated for any loss -
of property taxes.™

The parochial view of Ashiand County was brought clearly into focus in 1967 when
C.E. "Corky" Johnson, the superintendent of Isle Royale National Park, and I engaged in a
contentious discussion with the board. The Ashland Daily Press headlined the meeting,
"Island Park Sizzles: Meeting Called.” Although we carefully explained the proposal and
answered numerous questions, the board was not prepared to act. One board member
declared that Oak Island was worth $160,000 and "we better get some money for Oak
Island.” Another meeting was called for a month later in preparation for the upcoming June

hearings.™

Perhaps in response to the publicity and pressurc; the board shifted its
position. A few days before the Senate hearings, Senator Nelson’s assistant William Bechtel
and | appeared before the board urging support. This time, on an eleven-to-six vote, board
members favored the sale, but with conditions. The first of these required a trade of Oak
Island for a marina in Ashland or equivalent land in the Chequamegon National Forest in
Ashland County, or a purchase of Ozak Island by the state with subsequent transfer to the
National Park Service. The second condition opposed any further acquisition and

development by the state on Big Bay State Park until the lakeshore was authorized, at which

time the size and type of park on Madeline Island could best be determined.™

"Resolution of the Ashland County Board of Supervisors, March 1, 1966.

“"Island Park Sizzles: Meeting Called," Ashland Daily Press, April 19, 1967.

" Ashland Daily Press, May 27, 1967.
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With a favorable resolution now in hand, board chair Todd could now testify with
enthusiasm:;

Mr. John Rybak, Ashland County Board Vice Chairman and myself have

proudly delivered to this inspired committee ... a certified copy of a resolution

... passed by the County Board ... endorsing and supporting the Apostle

Islands National Lakeshore in the setting up of this great nature’s wonderland

of America, for the world to see and use; [it] will be infinitesimal as compared

to the exhilaration and joy that will fill the hearts of endless thousands when

they witness and partake of this outdoors treasureland.™

The Bayfield County Board also endorsed the proposal, but with a proviso that no
privately owned or developed land could be acquired for the lakeshore and that the sale of
county land to the federal government be withheld until further action by the board.™
‘The proviso regarding private land was an attempt to accommodate the chairman of the
town of Russell. It did not work; he was the only member of the board to vote against the

1

resolution.”™ The Bayfield County Board held to this position at the House hearings in
1969.

In spite of the caveats of the two boards, only some of which could be met, their
resolutions were significant statements of overall support. Other local governments were

also supportive, including the Ashland, Washburn and Bayfield city councils, the Iron and

Polk county boards, the towns of Iron River and Bayview, the Washburn Planning

™8SC Hearings, June 1, 1967, pp. 131-3.
*Ibid., pp. 133-5.
'Martin Hanson, letter to William Bechtel, April 21, 1967.
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Commission and the Bayfield Harbor Commission. At the time of the 1967 and 1969 Senate

hearings, such support from local government was 